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ABSTRACT
ROLE PERCEPTIONS OF LONG-TERM
GEORGIA CURRICULUM DIRECTORS
DECEMBER 2001
DONOVAN EVANS HODGES
B S Ed. UNIVERSITY OF GEORGIA
M.Ed. GEORGIA COLLEGE
Ed.S. AUGUSTA COLLEGE
Ed D. GEORGIA SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY
Directed by: Professor Cathy Jording
The purpose of the study was to describe the role perceptions of long-term
Georgia curriculum directors who had been in that position at least 15 years. A
qualitative method was used to conduct the research.
Employing a research instrument composed of 15 questions designed to elicit
responses relating to five research subquestions, the researcher interviewed eight
long-term Georgia curriculum directors to ascertain their perceptions of how their
roles had evolved over their tenures. The interviews were recorded, transcribed, and
coded for recurring patterns and themes by the researcher along with the use of OSR
NUD.IST 5 software.
The most common features among the eight respondents were a sense of
satisfaction and pride about their careers, a genuine interest in working with teachers
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and instruction, early recognition of their potential leadership, and strong
interpersonal skills. Although the respondents felt that their positions had become
terribly complex and that they were overburdened with various duties, they did not
feel that the core of their jobs, which was overseeing curriculum and instruction for
their school systems, had changed.

The respondents did not feel threatened by

school-based management and were very comfortable with more decisions being
made at the school level.
Most of the respondents agreed that the complexity of the job kept them away
from the classrooms. They were very concerned about low teacher morale, which
they attributed to pressures brought on by accountability and negative portrayal in the
media. The consensus among the respondents was that the curriculum director's
position was not one of power, but one of support. The respondents were adamant
that more school-level decision making had made the curriculum director more of a
partner in school improvement and promoted the need for the curriculum director to
be the link for the various grade configurations from pre-kindergarten through grade
twelve. They stressed the need to utilize technology for communication and
organization, but did not foresee the possibility of the position being replaced with
technology.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Demands for school reform have occurred throughout the years. The calls for
change have originated from many different sources and many perceptions based on
the needs and purposes for public education at that particular time. Cuban (1990)
emphasized that the theories about what did not work in schools in the past often
become the rationale for the latest reform. These reform movements have focused on
various aspects of school organization such as curricula, standards, expectations,
teacher preparation, and instruction (Sena, 1996).
Recent calls for reform have been somewhat different from "the piece-meal
and area-focused reforms of the past" (Sena, 1996, p. 2). Since the 1960s, the reform
efforts have brought more pressures to examine the total system. Schlecty (1990)
discussed how schools felt pressure from the business world in the 1960s and 1970s
to emphasize quality and time management as well as accountability and time-ontask.
In the 1980s similar pressures were placed on schools to examine curricular
content and quality control. The publication of A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for
Education Reform (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983), which
described the need for higher standards, brought about many calls for school reform.
Empowerment of all stakeholders, redefinition and realignment of roles, situational
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leadership, and shared decision-making are just a few of the reform efforts that have
been emphasized since the landmark report was issued in 1983 (Sena, 1996).
One of the major propositions for improving schools to emanate over recent
years is the decentralization of decision-making from the central office to local
schools, particularly in the area of curriculum and instruction. This process gives
more power to principals and teachers in order to eliminate unnecessary layers of
bureaucracy and untangle chains of command (Wohlstetter, 1995). This type of
decentralization leaves unanswered questions about the appropriate role for district
level administrators traditionally in charge of curriculum management for school
systems (Stinnette, 1993).
The empowerment of school staffs requires the redefinition of roles and
relationships to create a new leadership. Ambrosie and Haley (1991) discussed how
school-based decision-making calls for the restructuring of school organization and
management. These changes require a different perspective of how schools operate
as well as new skills for administrators and teachers. Ambrosie and Haley called for
building and district level educators to develop a new kind of professional
responsibility. This redefinition of roles during reform efforts raises many questions
about curriculum and instructional management in school systems.
Background of the Study
Under the direction of Governor Roy Barnes, Georgia initiated the A+
Reform Act of 2000 that included a call for local school councils that would be made
up of the principal, two teachers, two parents, and two business representatives.
Although the bill called for the councils to be advisory in nature, it placed much more
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decision-making at the school level in Georgia (Archer, 2000). This scenario can be
found in many other states as well.
Reform efforts like those in Georgia were focused more and more on
improving student achievement. This created a need to clearly define the
responsibilities for curriculum development, evaluation, and management (Plugge,
1989). Traditionally, this role had fallen to the system curriculum director. However,
decentralization called for building principals and teachers to become more active in
curriculum development and decision-making (Brown, 1991).
Much study and attention have been given to decentralization over the past
two decades, but most of it had been concentrated on the local school site and the
principal's role (DiBella & Krysiak, 1997, Sorenson, 1995). Oram (1997)
emphasized that very little research had been done on the role of district leadership
and the interaction between the central office and the school site during school reform
efforts.
In identifying conditions that promote high performance in schools,
Wohlstetter (1995) found school-based decision-making worked well in schools
where the curriculum and instruction were restructured. The determination was made
if school-based decision-making is to work, people at the school site must have true
authority over budget, personnel, and curriculum. The idea was to link more
resources, both human and material, closely with the school-site itself where the
children were located (Wohlstetter).
Pajak (1989) found that effective central office supervisors of curriculum and
instruction play key roles in facilitating decentralization within their school districts
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by avoiding bureaucratic traps. Pajak (1992) offered strategies for the central office
supervisor of curriculum and instruction to successfully decentralize the school
district through restructuring. He called for a balance between the central office and
school autonomy to maximize the performance being sought.
In balancing the central office and school autonomy for increasing student
achievement, the roles and job functions of those involved must be understood. Even
though the improvement of instruction and the development of the curriculum are the
responsibility of every professional in the school system, the curriculum director has
traditionally had the primary responsibility for curriculum development and
management for a school system (Arthur, 1993; Burton, 1995; Harrill, 1992: Plugge,
1989; Reubliing, 1992; Swick & Driggers, 1978)
The expansion of administrative positions in curriculum and instruction
occurred across the country during the 1960s and 1970s due primarily to widespread
consolidation of smaller districts (Russell, 1998). Two studies analyzed the typical
responsibilities of curriculum directors during this time (Doll, 1964, Swick &
Driggers, 1978). These studies looked at the tasks, skills, and processes needed by
curriculum directors. The studies showed that the tasks tended to emphasize systemic
continuity and consistency of programs. Russell determined little research had been
conducted since the 1970s about specific responsibilities of curriculum directors.
Likewise, in doing a study on the job perceptions of Georgia curriculum di¬
rectors, Burton (1995) found very little literature on the actual role of curriculum di¬
rectors. He determined most of the studies had described the ideal and perceived role
of this position. Burton concluded what appeared to be the greatest dearth in the lit-
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erature was an understanding of the role curriculum directors played in school
effectiveness and school improvement.
Based on the conclusions of several studies (Arthur, 1993, Burton, 1995;
Harrill, 1992; Plugge, 1989, Reubling, 1991; Russell, 1998; Swick & Driggers,
1978), the role of the system curriculum director was ambiguous and needed to be
clearly defined. Costa and Guditis (1984) emphasized much of the ambiguity of the
role may be related to the various titles associated with the position. The titles for the
system-level person designated to supervise curriculum often include curriculum
director, director of curriculum and/or instruction, curriculum coordinator, and
deputy, associate, and assistant superintendents for curriculum and instruction.
Research on the roles and functions of the curriculum director had shown the
curriculum director as a change facilitator in school districts going through school
restructuring (Burton, 1995; Lovett, 1986; Plugge, 1989) Dale (1996) developed a
personal guide for central office administrators to help them in implementing
systemic continuous improvement.
Robertson, Wohlstetter, and Mohrman (1995) emphasized a shift to schoolbased decision-making does not automatically guarantee school improvement. Their
research looked at the governance and management strategies that best support
school-based decision-making to implement innovations in curriculum at a school
site. The data suggested the effective use of school-based decision-making was
enhanced by the presence of an instructional guidance system. This included a state
or district curriculum framework that was articulated with the school's learning and
teaching. Other than the mention of a district curriculum framework, there was little
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attention given to the curriculum director's role in this study of school-based
decision-making. As in similar research, much more emphasis was placed on the
principal's leadership role in curriculum development.
Oram (1997) found the schools most successful in restructuring were those
that had strong central office advocates who took direct interest and were actively
involved in the reform. He stressed that central office supervisors such as curriculum
directors can play an important role in the facilitation and training of school-based
councils and can assist with the acquisition of materials.
The psychological impact of school restructuring on the central office can be
significant. Tewel (1995) described central offices as leaner and less bureaucratic
from decentralization. He described how they were faced with the need for flexibility
and innovation. Central office personnel were often given new job titles, and they
found themselves competing with the private sector, which offered an array of
services for school systems such as consultants for reading and maintenance for
buildings. Tewel stressed that central office personnel were confused about their
working relationships since roles, reporting lines, and job descriptions were often
clouded.
Pajak (1989) and Russell (1998) emphasized the importance of a district level
supervisory role for curriculum, but noted that the ambiguity and obscurity of desired
outcomes made it very difficult to justify the position. The lack of a clear idea of the
role made it even more vulnerable during the decentralization movement that called
for instructional leadership to be centered at the school.
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Statement of the Problem
Traditionally, curriculum directors have been responsible for the curriculum
and instruction management for school systems. School reform efforts over the past
fifteen years have emphasized the decentralization of decision-making so that
principals and teachers would have much more responsibility for curriculum
development and management. This leaves curriculum directors caught in the middle
of reform efforts with questions about who is actually responsible for the
management of curriculum and instruction in a school system.
The movement for principals to be the instructional leaders of their schools
and the further call for distributive leadership at the school level confused the role of
the system director for curriculum and instruction, a role that has never really been
clearly defined. The research shows poorly defined roles with various job titles, job
descriptions, and a cloudy conceptual model for the role.

The lack of a clear idea of

the role makes the position even more vulnerable during the decentralization
movement that calls for instructional leadership to be centered at the school. A need
exists to document the experiences of Georgia curriculum directors who have held
their positions for at least 15 years to gamer their perceptions about their changing
roles.
Reform efforts in Georgia had been rather typical of states that have not had
mandated school-based decision-making. School systems in Georgia experienced a
variety of reform efforts often designed to resolve funding problems and to raise
standards. The perceptions of long-term curriculum directors in Georgia who are still
active in their positions could provide valuable insight about their changing roles and
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how reform efforts have impacted their status and perceived power. All of them have
served at least 15 years as curriculum directors and have experienced various levels
of change in the development and management of curriculum in their systems.
Therefore, the questions that were examined in this study were focused on the role
perceptions of long-term Georgia curriculum directors.
Research Questions
The study was designed to answer the following research question: What are
the role perceptions of long-term Georgia curriculum directors? Additionally, the
study was designed to seek answers to the following sub-questions:
1. In what ways have reform efforts impacted the roles, duties, and skills of
long-term curriculum directors in Georgia?
2. What attitudes and abilities do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia
perceive that have contributed to their longevity as curriculum directors?
3. Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive changes in their
personal and professional status in the past 15 years as a result of reform
efforts?
4. Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive the roles, duties, and
skills of curriculum directors changing in the future?
5. Are there categories of demographic variables that influence the longevity of
long-term curriculum directors in Georgia?
Significance of the Study
The primary goal of the study was to examine the perception of long-term
Georgia curriculum directors on their changing roles. The perceptions gleaned from
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this study should help local school boards clarify job expectations for curriculum
directors, and identify specific job responsibilities that may contribute to the role
conflict and role ambiguity found in the literature. The conclusions drawn should aid
curriculum directors as well as superintendents and other central office supervisors as
they search for their places in school reform efforts.
The study should be of interest to colleges and universities that offer graduate
programs in educational leadership as they attempt to define and identify instructional
leadership at the system and school levels. Also, this information should be pertinent
to others who must coordinate closely with curriculum directors such as state
department of education officials, superintendents, principals, teachers, and other
central office supervisors. Additionally, the study could provide insight about the
roles of others who provide curriculum leadership in school systems such as
superintendents, principals, teachers, and other central office supervisors.
School-based decision-making does not always insure complete autonomy for
schools, which may not be equipped or trained to be independent entities. Most
schools want and need information and assistance from the central office.
Since the researcher was serving as a curriculum director in Georgia, the study
represented a particular interest in the changing roles of long-term curriculum
directors. As a child, the researcher knew several of the "Rosies", the first recipients
of Rosenwald scholarships that Marvin Pittman instituted in 1937 at South Georgia
Teachers College [now Georgia Southern University] to develop instructional
supervisors for rural Georgia. These ladies often visited the researcher's aunt who
lived in her home. The researcher had very fond memories of these wonderful
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women and saw first hand the tremendous work ethic they shared and their intense
dedication to the children of Georgia These memories along with her admiration for
several curriculum directors with whom she had worked inspired her to capture the
stories of exemplary curriculum directors in Georgia who had served in that position
for many years. Specifically, the researcher was interested in determining how
reform efforts had impacted the roles of these long-term curriculum directors and how
they saw their roles in the future.
Assumptions
The long-term curriculum directors' perceptions on their changing roles over
the past 15 years were examined by using a semi-structured interview process, an
accepted qualitative research technique. For purposes of this study, an assumption
was made that the researcher would obtain honest, open responses from the long-term
curriculum directors who were interviewed.
Procedures
Research Design
The purpose of this qualitative study was to describe the role perceptions of
long-term Georgia curriculum directors. The design of this study was descriptive in
nature. The study was in the narrative form in order to relay the personal accounts of
a purposive sample of long-term curriculum directors in Georgia. The study used a
qualitative design to investigate the perceptions and experiences of the long-term
curriculum directors regarding their roles and perceived power during various reform
efforts.
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Descriptive research was defined by Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) as "a type of
qualitative research that involves making careful descriptions of educational
phenomena" (p. 374). This study took a qualitative approach by conducting in-depth
interviews with long-term curriculum directors in Georgia who had held their
positions for at least 15 years. Open-ended questions were used in the in-depth
interviews to elicit the personal stories of these long-term curriculum directors.
Marshall and Rossman (1999) encouraged the use of in-depth interviews to allow the
researcher "to understand the meanings that people hold for their everyday activities"
(p. 110).
Participants
The participants were long-term curriculum directors in Georgia. The
criterion for selection was those curriculum directors in Georgia who had been in a
position of curriculum supervision for a school system for at least 15 years. Based on
a verbal survey with the board members of the Georgia Association of Curriculum
and Instructional Supervisors (GACIS), the researcher determined that there were
approximately 14 curriculum directors in Georgia that had been in that position for at
least 15 years. Through a process of elimination and a final e-mail to all curriculum
directors in Georgia, the researcher ultimately found nine curriculum directors in
Georgia who met the 15-year requirement. The researcher selected eight of these
curriculum directors to interview for this study based on availability and convenience.
Instrumentation
The instrumentation was self-designed by the researcher. The researcher used
an interview process consisting of 12-15 semi-structured, open-ended questions

developed from a review of the literature and the researcher's own experiences as a
curriculum director in Georgia. Two panels of experts evaluated the interview
questions prior to their implementation in order to validate the instrument.
Data Analysis
The interview questions were semi-structured and open-ended. Each
interview was tape-recorded and was transcribed in order to ensure consistency with
questions and to enable the researcher to carefully scrutinize the interviews for
recurring themes, issues, and ideas. Notes were also taken in case of mechanical
failure. Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) state, "The analysis of responses to open-form
questions requires the development of a category system" (p. 322). The responses
were classified according to patterns, frequencies, similarities and differences
utilizing QSR NUD.IST 5 software in order to objectively report the data from which
the interpretations and implications were made.
Limitations
The study was limited in the following ways:
1. Specific functions and responsibilities of each participating curriculum
director varied, to some extent, by school system.
2. Generalizations were applicable to the personnel and school systems
included in this study and may not be typical of other school systems
in Georgia or other geographic regions.
3. The status and job functions of curriculum directors examined should
not be generalized to any other positions.
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4.

Participants in the study were limited to those with at least 15 years of
experience as a curriculum director in Georgia.
Delimitations

For purposes of this study, no attempt was made to contact former or retired longterm system curriculum directors because it was important to the researcher to talk to
curriculum directors who were still actively involved in the profession. Therefore,
the focus was only on those still employed as curriculum directors in Georgia school
systems at the time of the interviews.
Definitions of Terms
The terms that were used throughout this study are common to available literature
and to the field of education. The terms defined in this section are those which
require a clearly stated definition in relation to this study.
1. Central office is the district office of a school system.
2. Curriculum director is the person who is designated to supervise the
development and implementation of curriculum and instruction for a
school system. The job titles vary, such as Curriculum Directors,
Director of Curriculum, Director of Instruction, and Assistant (or
Associate) Superintendent for Instruction. The person may have line
or staff authority.
3. Decentralization is the downward shift in decision-making authority
from top levels of hierarchy toward the lower levels. This theory
promotes shifting control from the central office to the school level.

Demographic variables are age, race, gender, type of community
(urban, suburban, or rural), teaching experience (grade level and/or
subject taught), and educational level of the long-term curriculum
directors in this study.
Duties are the day-to-day activities the curriculum director is expected
to perform such as attending staff meetings, observing in classrooms,
and ordering textbooks.
Long-term refers to 15 years or more as a curriculum director of a
school system.
Perceived power is both the professional and personal influence the
curriculum director believes that he or she has in the school system.
Reform efforts are the various attempts to improve schools,
particularly those focused on the school level through options
including, but not limited to, school-based decision-making and school
restructuring.
Restructuring is systemic change in the way in which a school is
organized and operated.
Roles are the job functions delineating the responsibilities of the
curriculum director such as director, facilitator, consultant, advisor,
and negotiator.
Skills are the abilities the curriculum director is expected to perform
with proficiency such as writing grants, analyzing test data, using
certain technologies, and developing budgets.
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12.

Status is the position and rank of the curriculum director in relation to
others in the school system.
Summary

The past fifteen years have seen significant changes in American education
through various reform efforts. One key element in many of these reform efforts was
a call for decentralization of school systems that promoted moving the focus of
curriculum and instructional decision-making from the central office to the school
level. This raised the question of how decentralization had impacted the status and
job functions of system curriculum directors who had traditionally been responsible
for curriculum management in school systems.
The system curriculum director can play a significant role in bringing about
successful innovation and reform; much of the research on school-based decisionmaking emphasized that curriculum directors should become facilitators and change
agents for the systems. Even though many systems were involved in decentralization
efforts, they still continued to assign individuals to the position of curriculum director
and gave them an array of tasks and duties. The challenge was to clear the ambiguity
that existed about the roles and job functions of these curriculum directors and to
understand the nature and importance of the role.
The focus on the principal in the literature on recent reform efforts
emphasized that the job functions and the status of system curriculum directors were
in transition. This was compounded by the empowerment of teachers in the area of
curriculum development as well as the autonomy given to schools in school-based
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decision making. This qualitative study explored the ways in which reform efforts
had impacted long-term curriculum directors in Georgia.
A look at the demographics and backgrounds of these long-term curriculum
directors as well as specific interview questions provided insight into the longevity
and resilience of these curriculum directors who had retained their positions during
decentralization efforts. Since these individuals had been in that position at least 15
years, they gave unique insight because they had survived the pressures and
challenges that decentralization had brought to their positions. They also related their
perspectives on the role curriculum directors should play in decentralization.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Introduction
A major milestone in the current school reform movement appeared in 1983
with the publication of the report A Nation at Risk: The Imperative for Education
Reform by the National Commission on Excellence in Education. This document
created a sense of urgency and was the motivation for many school administrators
and policy makers to initiate a significant wave of educational reform. One
increasingly recommended remedy to improve the way schools function was schoolbased management, also known as site-based management (Carlson, 1996).
The current emphasis on school-based management was a reversal of the
school consolidation movement in the United States that began in the late 1800s and
peaked in the 1950s and 1960s (Carlson, 1996). Many small, rural schools were
consolidated into larger ones. Carlson described how centralization became a
prevailing educational policy as small, informally operated schools were phased out.
Berg and Hall (1997) reported that by the 1980s, schools, like many businesses, were
perceived as being top-heavy with top-down management that overlooked the
expertise of the front-line workers. Many of the proponents of school-based
management believed that if decisions were made at the school-level, then educators
were better able to meet the needs of their students, thus improving their schools
(Wohlstetter, 1995).
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Cuban (1990) discussed educational change and how past policies and
practices continued to return again and again. Change was often the purpose of
school improvement efforts, and the resulting complexity of change came under a
great deal of examination and study. Much study and attention have been given to
school-based management over the past two decades, but most of it was concentrated
on the local school site and the principal's role (Sorenson, 1995). Oram (1997)
emphasized that very little research had been done on the role of district leadership
and the interaction between the central office and the school site during school reform
efforts. Schools were part of a larger district and were tied to policies, goals, and
procedures that positively or negatively affected a school's efforts to establish schoolbased management; therefore, it was important to determine how the district
leadership fit into these school reform efforts.
Reform efforts were centered more and more on improving student
achievement, which created a need to clearly define the responsibilities for
curriculum development, evaluation, and management (Plugge, 1989). Traditionally,
this role had fallen to the director of curriculum for the school district. However,
school-based management had called for building principals and teachers to become
more active in curriculum development and decision making.
This left many questions about the status as well as the job functions of the
system curriculum director in the midst of the move to decentralize the central office.
The review of the literature looked at the question of how long-term curriculum
directors in Georgia perceive their roles, particularly in light of various reform,
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restmcturing and decentralization efforts that occurred during their tenures. The
literature review was organized according to the following topics:
1. Traditional Role of the System Curriculum Supervisor
2. Reform, Restructuring, and Decentralization
3. Changing Role of the System Curriculum Supervisor
The Traditional Role of the System Curriculum Director
Much of the research that has been done about curriculum directors looked at
the ideal rather than the actual roles that they play in school systems. For instance, in
doing a study on the job perceptions of Georgia curriculum supervisors, Burton
(1995) discovered very little literature on the actual role of these supervisors. He
found that most of the studies that had been done described the ideal and perceived
role of this position. Burton concluded that what appears to be the greatest void in
the literature was an understanding of the role curriculum directors played in school
effectiveness and school improvement.
One reason for the lack of literature on the actual role was the difficulty in
precisely describing the work of curriculum supervisors (Pajak, 1989). The roles of
superintendent, principal, and teacher were much more clearly defined and delineated
and have received much more attention in the literature than that of the central office
supervisor of curriculum. Wimpelberg (1987) found the role of the curriculum
supervisor to be the least understood and most overlooked of any of the professional
roles found in schools.
Much of the ambiguity of the role may have been related to the various titles
associated with the position (Costa & Guditis, 1984). The titles for the system-level
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person designated to supervise curriculum often included curriculum director, director
of curriculum and/or instruction, curriculum coordinator, and deputy, associate, and
assistant superintendents for curriculum and/or instruction. These various titles often
reflected the different expectations and needs of the school system.
A historical look at the development of curriculum supervision in Georgia
provides a typical example of how the curriculum director's role evolved over the
years in the United States. Grimsley et al. (1974) identified 1734 as the year
curriculum supervision began in Georgia. The earliest school supervisors in Georgia
were the ministers who supervised the Salzburger schools; these ministers visited the
schools in order to inspect them, which was a common practice in many parts of the
country. The main responsibility of these supervisors was the maintenance of the
school house and the hiring of a teacher.
The supervision by ministers began to be replaced by committees or groups
within the church such as the Board of Visitors and Trustees. Although well
intentioned, these groups knew little about the problems of instruction. Grimsley et
al. (1974) noted, "The route taken to bring about improvement was an administrative
one, that is, the teacher judged incompetent was fired and a new teacher hired" (p.3).
Although met with some resistance in the early 1920s, the supervision by
inspection gave way to supervision that focused on working with teachers to upgrade
instruction through such models as cooperative supervision, scientific supervision,
and creative supervision (Grimsley et al., 1974).

The most controversy was

generated over the debate between the scientific and creative models. The number of
supervisors grew and it became important to justify the value of supervision and how
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it was related to administration. Grimsley et al. emphasized that the development of
curriculum supervision in Georgia closely reflected the growth of curriculum
supervision in America.
Marvin Pittman was noted by Grimsley et al. (1974) as one of the early
curriculum leaders in Georgia. Pittman introduced new models of supervision, which
shifted the emphasis toward working with teachers to improve instruction. Grimsley
et. al told how Pittman stressed the importance of having supervisors with training
and personality.

In the late 1930s, Pittman secured funding from the Julius

Rosenwald Foundation in Chicago to provide scholarships at South Georgia Teachers
College [now Georgia Southern University] to prepare experienced teachers to
become supervisors in elementary schools in rural Georgia. Grimsley et. al detailed a
history of curriculum and supervision in Georgia that emphasized that Pittman as well
as other Georgia educators like Jane Franseth, Johnnye V. Cox, and Reba Burnham
were responsible for many of the ideas and beliefs in the programs offered in colleges
and universities for curriculum supervisors today.
As the theoretical framework for supervision was developed on the college
level, the Georgia Department of Education also acknowledged the importance of
curriculum supervision by issuing documents like Viewpoints: Leadership in
Instructional Improvement (1970) and Instructional Leadership: A Handbook for the
Curriculum Director (1984). The 1984 document gave 10 tasks based on Harris'
(1975) Ten Tasks of Supervision designed to be a framework for planning, guiding,
directing, and evaluating supervisory services. Some of these tasks included the
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traditional tasks of developing curriculum, organizing for instruction, arranging for
in-service and providing materials.
During the 1970s and 1980s, actions by the Georgia Board of Education
regarding certification made a significant impact on the supervision of curriculum and
instruction. The Administrative-Supervisory Certificate was introduced in 1970, and
the Leadership Certificate followed in 1984. Both of these certificates helped
establish criteria for the roles and responsibilities of curriculum supervisors in
Georgia (Burton, 1995).
The evolution of curriculum supervision in Georgia paralleled the
development of supervisory practices in the United States. Swick and Driggers
(1977) studied curriculum directors in five states and created a profile of the typical
curriculum director in 1977, which was that of a highly educated, mid-career male
who was involved in numerous areas of teaching and leadership. Although the
typical curriculum director was found to be highly experienced, there was little
uniformity in his or her training.
In Washington State, Fry (1978) looked at responses from elementary and
high school teachers as well as curriculum directors to determine tasks that the
curriculum directors were expected to perform. Fry found that all three groups
believed that the most important tasks were to evaluate and update curriculum and to
link the teachers with other teachers, administrators, and the school board. Fourteen
tasks were given that should be included in a job description for curriculum directors.
Reader and Taylor (1987) studied effective curriculum directors in Colorado and
found the specific tasks considered the most significant were curriculum
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development, communication, in-service, materials selection and acquisition, and the
consideration of change.
In looking at how much diversity existed about the functions of curriculum
leaders in the literature, Plugge (1989) determined that the duties covered a number
and variety of responsibilities. He emphasized that the curriculum director should
help define and interpret the goals for education. Plugge placed the job role problems
of the curriculum director in four areas: job role clarity, inadequate training, lack of
authority, and job function overload.
Like Plugge (1989), Pajak (1989) described the diversity and global qualities
of the roles of the central office curriculum supervisors. He gave a generic job
description that included instructional tasks such as coordinating the instructional
program, developing the entire system curriculum, supervising curriculum planning,
identifying staff development needs, planning for staff meetings, and selecting
textbooks.
Often the duties of the curriculum director are not just instructional in nature.
Pajak (1989) found that the duties often centered on budgeting, producing district
publications, and preparing governmental reports. He described the curriculum
supervisor being pulled between curricular concerns and all of the other duties often
assigned to the curriculum supervisor.

Pajak stressed that the tasks were not only

diverse, but also very fragmented. He found the schedules of the supervisors were
very regimented with scheduled events and meetings, which were complicated by
unscheduled activities like parental concerns and constant principal and teacher
requests.
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Along this same line, Arthur (1993) also emphasized how curriculum
directors have many other duties that are not instructional in nature. She explored the
question of whether Georgia curriculum directors were actually directors of
curriculum or whether they were administrators who dealt mainly with matters other
than curriculum. Arthur determined that curriculum directors in Georgia were often
assigned a multitude of tasks that ranged from textbook selection to coordinating
community services. Many were assigned tasks that were found outside of what was
considered part of curriculum such as staff development, personnel recruitment, staff
certification, and grant writing.
As part of her study, Arthur (1993) surveyed curriculum directors in Georgia
and reported a significant difference in the amount of time they actually spent on
curriculum duties as compared with the amount they felt they should spend. The
curriculum directors in Georgia's smaller districts (Full-time Equivalent base of 3300
or less) who were part of the study reported having significantly greater responsibility
for more tasks than their counterparts in larger systems (Full-time Equivalent base of
more than 3300).
Another study looked at the tasks of the system level instructional leaders in
Georgia as perceived by superintendents, principals, and the instructional leaders
(Simonton, 1990). The study looked at what extent these groups perceived the tasks
and dimensions measured on a modified version of the Georgia Leadership
Evaluation Instrument (GLEI) as the defining role for system curriculum leadership
in Georgia. The tasks listed in the study included on the GLEI were cunriculum,
student performance, staff performance, communication, organizational setting, and
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comprehensive improvement plans. Simonton added two tasks not found on the
original instrument, which were instructional materials and the instructional program.
The researcher concluded that the educational leaders in Georgia perceived that the
system curriculum leaders were providing these tasks and that they should continue to
provide the tasks from the central office.
The role conflict and ambiguity often felt by curriculum directors were
addressed by Russell (1998) when she looked at conflict and role ambiguity as they
related to the responsibilities of curriculum and instruction directors in Wisconsin as
perceived by teachers, principals, school board members, superintendents, and
curriculum directors. The study concluded that curriculum directors had moderately
high levels of role conflict and moderately low levels of role ambiguity. The various
responders had similar perceptions of the ideal responsibilities for curriculum
directors, but different perceptions for their actual responsibilities.
In 1991, Reubling developed a 54-item questionnaire based on a review of the
literature that looked at the roles of curriculum administrators and the characteristics
of effective school systems. Items from job descriptions and evaluation instruments
from the effective school districts were also used to develop the questionnaire. Six
job functions were also selected to be in the questionnaire. These were curriculum
and instruction, staff development, testing, selection of personnel, evaluation of
personnel and management. The items were categorized as job responsibilities, job
competencies, and job outcomes and were measured by a five-point Likert scale.
A study was conducted to identify the competencies and related skills and
knowledge that system-level curriculum leaders in South Carolina perceived as

26

needed for successful performance (Harrill, 1990). The study also sought to
determine how these competencies, skills and knowledge differed according to
certain demographic factors such as position, title, gender, principal experience, and
rural or non-rural district. The results showed that the role of the system curriculum
leader was very complex and required a variety of competencies and abilities.
This study of curriculum directors in South Carolina determined the number
of female system curriculum leaders was increasing and that female curriculum
leaders gave higher priority to competency areas of instruction, curriculum, and
management than did the male curriculum leaders (Harrill, 1990). The
leadership/management competency areas perceived to be the most important to all
the curriculum leaders were effective communication, planning and organization,
interpersonal and human relations, and management.
Pajak (1989) emphasized that curriculum supervisors must have a strong
sense of what they want to accomplish because there is so little consensus about what
their true responsibilities are. If the curriculum supervisors did not have a strong
focus on their roles, then others would almost exclusively mold their roles. Pajak
stressed that the supervisor's role should be constantly interpreted and reinterpreted in
light of changing events and policies as they related to instruction of students.
Reform, Restructuring, and Decentralization
Sena (1996) described how the reform movement of the 1990s was prompted
by both internal and external pressures on schools to totally restructure and to involve
the community in decision making. Much of the literature on the change movement
of the 1990s included restructuring, decentralization, and school-based management.
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This type of systemic restructuring could have had a major impact on the central
office, particularly on the curriculum director who traditionally had responsibility for
student achievement in the school system.
Richardson (2000) described the situation of the central office in the reform
efforts of the 1990s with the words, "With a decades-long drive to push reform to the
school level, central office has too frequently become the bad guy in these efforts"
(paragraph 1).

She also mentioned the various terms used in the research to describe

alleged central office interference, which included "micromanaging school
operations, issuing top-down directives with little understanding of school realities,
hoarding resources that should be doled out to schools" (paragraph 1).
Brown (1991) used the term decentralization to mean "the devolution of
decision-making authority from central office to local sites" (p. 11) while he used
school-based management to mean the "decentralization of a school district or
school's authority to make key decisions affecting it" (p. 11). Brown used the terms
interchangeably to discuss the level of decision making in a school system. He gave
the three main goals of school district decentralization, which included (a) flexibility
of decision making; (b) a measure of accountability, and (c) potential of greater
productivity. He briefly mentioned the effect on the central office staff and described
how central office staff members would no longer be the initiators, but rather would
be the responders. He described how some central office staff members could handle
the change, while others could not
DiBella and Krysiak (1997) described how school based management meant
moving decision making from central office to individual school principals. Much of
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school-based management had centered on shifting of governance and resources. The
decentralization of both power and decision making was an integral part of schoolbased management. Berne et al. (1995) stressed that six areas should be addressed in
order to decentralize the central office. These were governance, budgets, curriculum
and instruction, personnel, facilities, and accountability. They advised the
establishment of small learning communities and school-based authority for
curriculum and instruction as well as assessment.
Brown (1992) conducted a study of five decentralized districts involved in
school-based management to determine if any recentralization had occurred. Brown
found several factors that strongly affect decentralization. These were accountability,
effectiveness, retrenchment, and willingness to share power and union cooperation.
The downsizing of central administration was designed to eliminate
unnecessary layers of bureaucracy and to simplify the chain of command (Stinnette,
1993). The idea was to link more resources, both human and material, closely with
the school-site itself where the children were located. Stinnette promoted developing
the central office into the service center concept; however, she pointed out that roles
should be redefined and functions should be realigned to fit the needs of the local
schools and communities.
Wohlstetter (1995) identified conditions in schools that promoted high
performance through school-based management. This research found that schoolbased management worked well in schools where the curriculum and instruction were
being restructured. The determination was made that in order for school-based
management to work, people at the school site should have true authority over
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budget, personnel, and curriculum. Latham (1999) found that school-based
management required reformation of the entire school system and not just several
concurrent efforts.
Wohlstetter (1995) also gave strategies for the decentralization of three
essential resources. These were professional development, information to help
school-level personnel make more informed decisions, and rewards and recognition
for increased involvement in school-based management. This paper called for district
administrators to discontinue telling schools what to do and to develop services and
incentives that would promote school-level change.
Robertson, Wohlstetter, and Mohrman (1995) looked at how schools utilized
school-based management to introduce curriculum changes. They studied four
conditions of decentralization which were power, knowledge and skills, information,
and reward as well as the three factors of resources, leadership, and an instructional
guidance system. Their goal was to see how the three factors affected the
implementation of the four categories of curriculum innovations. Seventeen schools
in eight locations were examined with resulting data supporting the premise that
higher levels of reform occurred when high levels of these supporting conditions were
present at a school.
Downsizing often occurred during decentralization. Berg and Hall (1997)
conducted research on downsizing. They determined that downsizing was often used
as a response to demands for fiscal accountability and a realignment of tasks and
responsibilities to the school sites. Downsizing was most often focused on district
level administrations and goes along with school reform. This study looked at
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restructuring and downsizing in four school districts in Colorado. Results showed
that the school districts had used a variety of strategies in response to the pressure to
balance their budgets.
Initially, the Berg and Hall (1997) research showed district administrators
were elated, but then became disillusioned. They experienced role confusion and
burnout. The researchers called for school districts to consider the human toll on
downsizing. They emphasized that decentralization should not be synonymous with
downsizing. One of their major findings was that jobs should still be done after
downsizing occurred. They also stressed that the workload for school-based
personnel caused by downsizing could become detrimental to the basic process of
teaching and learning.
Tewel (1995) discussed the problems that central offices often faced during
decentralization. Central office staffs were expected to be leaner and less
bureaucratic and to be more flexible and innovative. Tewel noted that central office
staff members often met confusion with changes in working relationships, reporting
lines, and job descriptions. They were often given new titles and had to compete with
an array of consultants and services offered to schools by the private sector.
Davidson (1993) conducted a study in four schools in the south and southwest
that moved from a traditional organizational pattern to participatory management
through the Accelerated Schools model. The paper looked at the role of the central
office during this process. The results showed that district movement to school-based
management could help the accelerated schools be successful; however, the absence
of such support from the central office did not necessarily thwart the process. The
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study showed that the central office had only a minor influence on restructuring, but
district support for the process did make the transition smoother by lessening the
barriers to change
Another study looked at the management practices of district-level supervisors
through a case study approach. (Fitzgerald, 1993). It found that the leadership of the
central office divided their time among the district, district department, and the
schools with their main activities being focused on resource management and
problem solving. The study results emphasized that school and district personnel
should release their old ideas of power and territory during restructuring and that
traditional curriculum and organizational boundaries between the central office and
the schools should be broken down. Fitzgerald emphasized that central office
supervisors should be seen as leaders more than just as resources.
In 1997, Oram determined, "It is clear that it is not enough for a district to
passively tolerate what a school does with restructuring. Just providing a school
space, or leaving them alone does not provide the school with the level of support that
it must have if significant change is to occur" (p.206). In his research on the role of
the central office in restructuring, Oram found the most successful schools were those
with strong central office advocates who were actively involved with and were
directly interested in school reform efforts. Central office staff helped schools
overcome obstacles that Oram felt they could not have overcome without the help of
the central office.
The creation of school based management councils often gave central office
administrators new challenges, central office staff members were expected to be
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enthusiastic supporters of decentralized governance. Yet, Kentta (1997) found that
most of them had not been trained for this kind of change. He determined that the
central office staff should play a primary role through the three successive stages of
initiation, implementation, and institutionalization.
In Oregon, each school was required to have a council responsible for
developing a plan for staff development, improving the instructional program, and
coordinating school reform efforts. Kentta (1997) described how during the
implementation phase of the Eugene, Oregon school district's implementation phase,
the central office administrators played a vital role in providing the staff development
for decentralization efforts. Archer (2000) explained how school councils were being
established in Georgia as part of Governor Roy Barnes' A+ Reform Act of 2000. The
councils were implemented in at least one school at the elementary, middle and high
school levels in each school in Georgia in the fall of 2001. Even though the councils
were set up to be advisory in nature, they were established with deliberate, organized
intent to move decision-making to the school-level.
Kentta (1997) explained how the primary role of the central office staff is to
determine staff readiness for change by designing the procedures for developing
district plans. He insisted that staff members model behavior of changes that they are
trying to establish at the school sites. Ayalesh (1994) believed that with
decentralization and school-based management, central office personnel must assume
new roles as experts and brokers in staff development. Formerly accustomed to topdown management, central office staff members should be responsible for making
sure schools are in compliance with administrative mandates.
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Ayalesh (1994) insisted that the central office staff must take on new roles as
supporters and enablers of work going on in the schools. Central office staff
members have worked hard to get in decision-making roles so they can make
decisions and now they are being asked not to decide, but to let other people do it.
That paradigm shift suggested a tremendous amount of learning and re-thinking for
system level administrators.
Pajak (1989) found effective central office supervisors of curriculum and
instruction play key roles in facilitating decentralization within their school districts
by avoiding bureaucratic traps. Pajak (1992) later offered strategies for the central
office supervisor of curriculum and instruction to successfully decentralize the school
district through restructuring. He called for a balance between the central office and
school autonomy to maximize the performance being sought
The Changing Role of the System Curriculum Director
In order to maintain a balance between the central office and school level
autonomy, Richardson (2000) stressed a shared leadership, which balanced "the
district's need to provide direction with each school's need to have a voice in
decisions and to shape its own focus" (paragraph 15). She discussed the importance
of clear expectations closely aligned to content and performance standards. She also
suggested that central office plans should be data-driven rather than based on
perception in order to model how to look at and use data for decision making. In
order for the position of system curriculum director to remain viable, the curriculum
director must find his or her place in this balance.
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Synder, Giella, and Fitzgerald (1994) conducted a case study that looked at
the effects of a management-training program on school district culture during
restructuring. They predict that central office supervisors will be eliminated unless
their roles shift from helping to leading in the restructuring process. They looked at a
comprehensive leadership and management training system for central office
supervisors in the Pasco County School District in Florida that was designed to
transform the supervisors into a major leadership force.
Synder, Giella, and Fitzgerald (1994) found, like Fitzgerald (1993), that
supervisory practices were divided among three spheres: schools, district department
and district initiatives. Following the training program, the researchers found that the
once nebulous role of the central office supervisor had been converted into a
leadership force. The supervisors had come to be viewed as leaders as well as
program consultants who assist the schools with their improvement strategies.
Ayalesh (1994) described how the decentralization movement had more and
more school districts looking at preparation and training for schools as well as the
central office. The staff development should not be just for schools, but for central
offices as well. Central office supervisors were needed to help define the roles and
activities that school personnel should develop in order to support school-based
changes. The central office was needed to provide the structured staff development
training for most districts undergoing decentralization.
Edwards (1984) looked at the role perceptions of principals and curriculum
leaders concerning the leaders' roles and problems in the implementation of
curriculum change. The study found more differences between the perceptions of
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secondary principals and the curriculum leaders than elementary principals and the
leaders. The study called for more staff development for curriculum leaders in the
area of curriculum change and established procedures to be used during times of
curriculum change. Another recommendation was to train school board members in
the intricacies of curriculum change.
Ambrosie and Haley (1991) studied two propositions and two policies that
govern school-based management and the curriculum director's role. Their review of
the literature found very little research on school-based management and the
curriculum director's role. Most of the available research had been based on
conceptual arguments. They established definitions for site-based management and
curriculum coordination, and then discussed who should do the curriculum
coordination in school-based management. School-based management called for
strong curriculum leadership at the school level with significant involvement from the
faculty while traditional school organization called for a K-12 curriculum director to
coordinate the system's curriculum and instructional materials Ambrosie and Haley
studied two propositions and two policies that govern school-based management and
the curriculum director's role.
The first proposition made by Ambrosie and Haley (1991) was the school
should be the primary decision-making unit with decisions being made at the lowest
level possible. The second proposition was change required ownership and could not
be imposed from the outside. The two policies governing school-based management
were school building-level authority would be increased and building-level decisions
would be shared with the principal and the teaching staff. Ambrosie and Haley cited
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three studies that support their conceptual arguments. They argued that curriculum
specialists would be needed to offer expert support service and training as schools
took control of the curriculum, however, they also emphasized curriculum directors
would no longer provide top-down curriculum service as in the past.
Lovett (1986) looked at the role and functions of the curriculum director as a
change facilitator in school districts in Michigan. The research showed that
superintendents who perceived the curriculum directors as leaders for change were
most evident in districts with 5,000-10,000 enrollments. These larger school districts
were more likely to have k ag-term plans, higher expectations of performance,
evaluation program, and more emphasis on research.
A recent study determined that central office administrators must be fully
committed to continuous improvement and model the philosophy in both their
personal and professional life (Dale, 1996). As part of this research. Dale developed
a personal guide for central office administrators to help them in implementing
systemic continuous improvement. A research development methodology was used
to develop and validate the guide. Another implication from the study was that
central office leaders would need more staff development and information about
systemic improvement.
Robertson, Wohlstetter, and Mohrman (1995) emphasized that a shift to
school-based management does not automatically guarantee school improvement.
Their research looked at the governance and management strategies that best support
school-based management to implement innovations in curriculum at the school site.
The data suggested that the effective use of school-based management was enhanced
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by the presence of an instructional guidance system. This includes a state or district
curriculum framework that was articulated with the school's learning and teaching.
Other than the mention of a district curriculum framework, there was little attention
given to the curriculum director's role in this study of school-based management.
Much more emphasis was placed on the principal's leadership role in curriculum
development.
Plugge (1989) noted that the role of the building principal was then being
promoted as the key to curriculum leadership. More recent research showed that the
increasing complexity of the principalship makes "distributing leadership a survival
tactic as well as a good organization strategy (Supovitz, 2000, p. 14).

Supovitz

stressed the importance of distributive leadership in that it freed up time for principals
to really be instructional leaders. This research, like so many similar studies, made
little reference as to how the central office fits into the distributive leadership model.
Finn (1988) conducted a study that looked at the relationships between
curriculum directors and other educators in school systems that were achieving
significantly above or below expectations. Finn gave two reasons that the system
curriculum director's role was critical in systems that were going through effective
change. The first was that the curriculum director served as the link between the
school system and the outside world by introducing new ideas and practices. The
second was that the curriculum director was the most important person to bring about
instructional change through people. Finn (1988) emphasized the need for the
curriculum director to use all available linkages for coordinating activities that build
commitment for effective change.
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Some researchers have discussed the possibility of technology replacing the
role of the curriculum or instructional supervisor. Tracy (1997) contended that she
did not mean that the position would be eliminated, but rather the position itself
would be shifted dramatically as technology moved more into the forefront. She
argued, "technology is the key to the next supervisory paradigm shift" (p. 242). She
insisted that "if technology is used to its fullest, it can replace many of the current
roles performed by persons called supervisors" (p. 242).
Tracy (1997) went on to say that technology merged the roles of teacher and
supervisor because technology allowed teachers to take on many supervisory roles.
This happened when teachers learned to use technology to analyze and assimilate
such things as curricular material and test data. When these roles were transferred
from supervisors to teachers, that freed up supervisors to assume new roles that would
maximize their overall impact. Tracy gave several suggestions about what these roles
might be, which included a guide to accessing information, a link to human resources,
a coordinator of improvement activities, and a technology advocate and support
person. Tracy stressed that teachers would no longer need curriculum directors to
find resources as much as they would need help in how to access the many resources
made available through technology.
Synder (1997) stressed, "Current supervisory practices too often continue to
be compliance driven, and they are out of step with current schooling realities" (p.
300). What Synder called "the paradox of unpredictable schooling conditions and
control-oriented supervisory practices" (p. 300) presented a deterrent to school
reform. Synder emphasized supervisors like curriculum directors must abandon
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control as a guiding principle and "recognize that complexity and irregularity are the
norms today" (p. 300). She believed today's supervisor must continually develop
high-performing work teams that were needed in schools to support invention and to
meet the challenge of instability, irregularity, and unpredictability that came in the
postmodern era.
Wimpelberg (1987) found that the most important role for the curriculum
director is the link between the central office and the schools. Wimpelberg discussed
how the best linkages were formed through an exchange between the central office
and principals that both challenged and supported each other.
School districts constantly struggle to deal with change issues. In 1990,
Glatthom outlined five areas that were important for curriculum and instruction
directors for the decade of the 90s. He first stressed that curriculum directors should
determine the extent that the curriculum was aligned with the school district's goals.
Next, curriculum directors should be sure that articulation occurred between grade
levels in order to eliminate gaps and redundancy across the school system. The third
area emphasized was to make an effort to determine if existing resources reflected
system priorities and were providing equity of opportunity. Fourth, a clear
connection should be made between present and future learning opportunities in the
school system. Lastly, all stakeholders should be given opportunities to give
comments about the educational program. Glatthom placed more emphasis on
connecting to student learning as well as stakeholder satisfaction than had been done
in the past.
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Russell (1998) determined that "perhaps the biggest shift in focus across the
curriculum during the 1990s has been a move away from concentrating on what is
taught, and toward an emphasis on what is learned" (p 34). Wiggins (1995)
discussed what he believed to be the fallacy of educators who think teaching
automatically equates to learning. This change in view meant new needs for staff
development and program decisions for school systems.

During this time, educators

were also feeling other pressures being brought on by national and state standards
along with a demand for accountability, private school vouchers, and charter schools.
School systems often looked to curriculum directors to help solve problems and
pressures like these.
When Sparks (1998) interviewed Phillip Schlechty regarding school reform,
Schlechty emphasized, "It's not the job of central office to direct action; it's the job of
central office to ensure that action has direction" (paragraph 31). Schlechty stressed
schools should not have beliefs and visions that were separate from the district's
vision and beliefs. Central office supervisors like curriculum directors should foster
communication and dialogue that enables "building-level personnel to assimilate their
mission and actions in terms of the district's vision and beliefs" (paragraph 32).
Schlechty believed organizational bureaucracy could be flattened "by creating
conditions in which central office personnel view themselves as resources to
buildings, and the building-level personnel see them as resources as well" (paragraph
33).
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Summary
The review of the literature identified a variety of tasks and job functions for
the system curriculum director. The tasks most often noted were curriculum,
instruction, staff development, evaluation, personnel, and management.

The

knowledge and skills needed for the role of curriculum director were also evident in
the literature. These were communication skills, planning, organizing, facilitation,
and people skills. Although the focus of the role was most assuredly curriculum
development and, ultimately, the improvement of instruction, there was ambiguity
about the role that was reflected even in the many titles given to the person who had
the responsibility for curriculum for a school system.
The focus on the principal in decentralization and school-based management
literature emphasized the fact that the job functions and the status of system
curriculum supervisors appeared to be in transition. This was compounded by the
empowerment of teachers in the area of curriculum decision-making and development
as well as the autonomy that was given to schools in school-based management.
Decentralization through school based-management most often did not mean
complete autonomy. Most schools were not equipped or trained to be completely
independent entities. Most schools wanted and needed information and assistance
from the central office. Decentralization required a balance from central office and
the school in order to be successful. Finding that balance was paramount.
The review of the literature often revealed that the central office supervisor for
curriculum and instruction should develop a service orientation, take on new roles,
and facilitate change in order to survive and to be viable during reform, restructuring,
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and decentralization efforts. Few studies had looked at the impact of restructuring
and decentralization on the job functions and the status of the system curriculum
director. At best, these studies only mentioned the curriculum director in passing.
Even less notice was given in the literature as to if and how the role of curriculum
director had actually changed. The present study addressed the issue by asking eight
long-term curriculum directors in Georgia to share their role perceptions over the past
15 years and if they had developed the traits emphasized in the literature as essential
for their survival.

CHAPTER HI
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to describe the perceptions of long-term
Georgia curriculum directors on their roles over the length of their tenures, which
were at least 15 years long. The study was descriptive rather than predictive since its
intent was to make meaning of the perspectives and experiences of eight long-term
curriculum directors in Georgia. (Marshall & Rossman, 1999).
Research Questions
The study was designed to answer the following research question: What are
the role perceptions of long-term Georgia curriculum directors? Additionally, this
study was designed to seek answers to the following questions:
1. In what ways have reform efforts impacted the roles, duties, and skills of
long-term curriculum directors in Georgia?
2. What attitudes and abilities do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia
perceive that have contributed to the longevity in their positions?
3. Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive changes in their
personal and professional status in the past 15 years as a result of reform
efforts?
4. Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive their roles changing in
the future?

5.

Are there categories of demographic variables that influence the longevity of
long-term curriculum directors in Georgia?
Methods
The major purpose of this study was to describe the perceptions of long-term

Georgia curriculum directors on their changing roles over the past 15 years. Hence,
this study was descriptive rather than predictive and was qualitative in nature
(Marshall & Rossman, 1999). The researcher sought to understand and describe the
roles of long-term curriculum directors in Georgia by eliciting personal accounts of
these changes through the long, in-depth interview process (Marhall & Rossman).
Lancy (1993) described personal accounts as a growing area of qualitativ e inquiry in
which "humans use story or narrative to reorganize their understanding and memory
of events" (p. 169). Personal accounts examine a person "not just as a convenient
exemplar of a category.. .but to get at his/her very personal life story, views, and
accomplishments" (p. 169).
Personal accounts can be "gathered, presented, and analyzed" (Lancy, 1993,
p. 169) through a variety of methods. Autobiography, biography, multiple biography,
and collective biography are all forms of life histories which are self-generated or
generated by the researcher. Most of these life histories are in written form such as
diaries, memoirs, letters, books, or manuscripts while some may be in the form of oral
history interviews. Lancy recognized the lack of a formalized personal account
tradition and acknowledged that personal accounts must be read "through the lenses
of one or another of the more established traditions" (p. 182).
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In 1999, Marhsall and Rossman argued that the tradition of qualitative
research can be categorized based on individual lived experiences through in-depth
interviews, society and culture through case studies, or language and communication
through microanalysis. Researchers distinguished among these three broad strategies
by looking at two continua: "the complexity of design, and the degree of close
interaction between researcher and participants" (p. 61).

They described the in-depth

interview strategy as "elegant in design, relying on a single primary method for
gathering data" (p. 61). In contrast, the case study focused on society and culture and
was the most complex strategy and usually involved multiple methods including
interviews, observations, analyses, and possibly surveys. The microanalyses fell in
the middle between these two strategies with more focus on the complexity of context
than the in-depth interview strategies and might even include interviews, but does not
involve as many methods for gathering data as the case studies.
The choice of a strategy could be like a road map that served as the overall
plan for "systematic exploration of the phenomenon of interest" (Marshall &
Rossman, 1999, p. 62). Marshall and Rossman stressed how the overall strategy
frames or gives boundary "by placing boundaries around it, identifying the analytic
focus" (p. 62).

Major decisions must be made by the researcher to discern the best

approach to the research questions
The primary strategy of the in-depth interviews was to "capture the deep
meaning of experience in their own words" (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 61). Elite
interviewing, a more specialized form of in-depth interviewing, focused on a
particular type of interviewee that was being researched (Marshall & Rossman). This
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type of interviewing had its advantages in that elites can most often provide a good
overview of the structure and makeup of the organization they represented. Marshall
and Rossman emphasized, "Elites are also able to report on an organization's policies,
past histories, and future plans from a particular perspective" (p. 113).

The major

problem with elite interviewing usually centered on the demands on the interviewer to
establish competence in the subject matter. In the case of the present research study,
that was not be a problem since the researcher was a practicing curriculum director in
Georgia.
In looking at the research questions regarding the perceptions of long-term
curriculum directors on their changing roles, the researcher determined that the indepth interviewing strategy was the best fit for the topic because it met the classical
criteria of informational adequacy and efficiency established by Zelditch (1962).

In-

depth interviewing met the adequacy question because it in no way would harm the
participants or disrupt the settings in which they operate. The in-depth interview
strategy also fostered adequate responses to the research questions. The choice of
strategy was also efficient in light of the finances, time, access, and costs of the
participants and the researcher.
Data Collection
Research Design
The focus of this study was "pragmatic, interpretive, and grounded in the lived
experiences of people" (Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 2) as it sought to answer
qualitative questions about perceptions of the roles of curriculum directors in
Georgia. Marshall and Rossman described qualitative researchers as "intrigued with
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the complexity of social interactions as expressed in daily life and with the meanings
the participants themselves attribute to these interactions" (p. 2).

This takes

qualitative research into "natural settings rather than laboratories and fosters
pragmatism"(p. 2) in answering the research questions. Miles and Huberman (1994)
stressed that the qualitative approach is supported by data collected in close proximity
to a certain event. Thus, the elegance and complexity of design found in qualitative
research (Marshall & Rossman) enhanced and provided additional insight into the
perceptions of Georgia long-term curriculum directors.
Lancy (1993) described the roles of the researcher and the subjects in personal
accounts as "collaborative partners" (p. 15) and stressed the significance of rapport
between the researcher and the subjects. He also noted that the interviewer should
identify completely with the subjects and should function as their equal. It was
important for the perspectives of the interviewer and subjects to be complementary.
These relationships were particularly pertinent to the present study since the
researcher was a Georgia curriculum director who had been in that position for 13
years.
Participants
The participants for this study were long-term curriculum directors in
Georgia. The criterion for selection was those curriculum directors in Georgia who
had been in a position of curriculum supervision for a school system for at least 15
years. Based on a verbal survey with the board members of the Georgia Association
of Curriculum and Instructional Supervisors (GACIS) in the fall of 1999 and 2000,
the researcher determined that there were approximately 14 curriculum directors in
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Georgia that had been in that position for at least 15 years. Those curriculum directors
could also be classified as "elites", the term used by Marshall and Rossman (1999) to
describe "those considered to be influential, prominent, and/or well-informed people
in an organization or community" (p.l 13).
Sample
The sample for the study was a group of eight long-term curriculum directors
who had been in that position at least 15 years in Georgia.

The researcher along with

her dissertation committee reviewed the list of 14 curriculum directors whom the
GACIS board had identified as having been in that position at least 15 years and
chose eight who were a purposive sampling of various parts of Georgia. When the
researcher contacted these eight, she learned that five of them had 15 or more years of
experience as a curriculum director.
As directed by her committee, the researcher went back and contacted the
other six curriculum directors from the original 14 and found two who had the
required experience for the study. In order to make one last attempt to find the
curriculum directors with at least 15 years experience, the researcher sent an e-mail to
a state data base that included every curriculum director in Georgia and asked if any
others had the experience requirement for the study and were willing to participate.
She heard from two more curriculum directors that had the experience and were
willing to participate. Therefore, the researcher found a total of nine curriculum
directors in Georgia who had 15 years of experience in that position.

The researcher

chose a purposive sampling of eight of the long-term curriculum directors to
interview based on availability and convenience.
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Instrumentation
The instrumentation was self-designed by the researcher. In looking at
qualitative research, Marshall and Rossman (1999) stressed, "The researcher is the
instrument: Her presence in the lives of the participants invited to be part of the study
is fundamental to the paradigm" (p. 79).

The researcher used an in-depth

interviewing process consisting of 15 semi-structured, open-ended questions
developed from a review of the literature and the researcher's own experiences as a
curriculum director in Georgia.
Two panels of experts (Appendix A) evaluated the interview questions prior
to the implementation in order to validate the instrument. Five practicing or retired
system curriculum directors in Georgia who were not a part of the study served as the
panel of in-state experts who reviewed the interview questions for validity. A second
panel of experts from outside the state of Georgia was used to review the interview
questions for validity as well. The researcher used the comments of the two panels of
experts to fine tune the final version of the 15 interview questions.
For the in-depth interviews, the researcher used the 15 interview questions
(Appendix B) as a guide. The questions were analyzed to insure that they were
related to the review of the literature and the study's research sub-questions. The
interview question analysis (Table 1, p. 50-51) provided the researcher with an
overview of the interview questions adjusted with the input of the panel of experts,
the literature review, and the research sub-questions.
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Table 1
Item Analysis of Interview Questions
Interview
Question
1.
Profile
2.
Facilitator or
director?

3.
Status
4.
Duties and
responsibilities

5.
Decentralization

6.
Role of
Principal

7.
School-based
management
8.
Time
allotment

Literature
Harrill (1990); Swick & Driggers (1977)

Ambrosie & Haley (1991); Burton
(1995); Fitzgerald (1994); Glatthom
(1990); Lovett (1986); Oram (1997);
Pajak (1989); Pajak (1992); Plugge
(1989); Synder (1997); Synder, Giella, &
Fitzgerald (1994)
DiBella & Krysiak (1997); Edwards
(1984); Finn (1988); Sena (1996);
Synder, Giella, & Fitzgerald (1994)
Ayalesh (1994); Burton (1995); Dale
(1996); Fry (1978); Glatthom (1990);
Grimsley, et. al (1974); Harrill (1990);
Pajak (1989); Pajak (1992); Plugge
(1989); Reader & Taylor (1987);
Reubling (1991); Schlecty (1998);
Simonton (1990); Swick & Driggers
(1977); Synder (1997); Wimpelberg
(1987)
Berne et. al (1995); Berg & Hall (1997);
Brown (1991); Brown (1992); Davidson
(1993); Kentta (1997); Lovett (1986);
Richardson (2000); Tewel(1995)
Ambrosie & Haley (1991); DiBella &
Krysiak (1997); Plugge (1989);
Robertson, Wohlstetter & Mohrman
(1995); Russell (1998); Sorenson
(1995); Supovitz (2000); Wimpelberg
(1987)
Ambrosie & Haley (1991); Latham
(1999); Robertson, Wohlstetter, &
Mohrman (1995); Wohlstetter (1995)
Arthur (1993); Fitzgerald (1993); Pajak
(1989)

Research Subquestion
2.

Attitude and
abilities
5. Demographics
1. Reform efforts and
roles, duties, and
skills

3. Status

1. Reform efforts and
roles, duties, and
skills

1. Reform efforts and
roles, duties, and
skills
3. Status
1. Reform efforts and
roles, duties, and
skills
3. Status

1. Reform efforts and
roles, duties, and
skills
3. Status
1. Reform efforts and
roles, duties, and
skills
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Interview
Question
9.
Job
expectations
from others
10.
Ambiguity

11.
Technology

12.
Negative &
positive
changes in
education
13.
Future of
curriculum
directors in
Georgia
14.
Accountability
15.
Experiences

Literature

Arthur (1993); Dale (1996); Pajak
(1989); Synder(1997)

Arthur (1993); Burton (1995); Costa &
Guditis (1984); Harrill (1990); Pajak
(1989); Plugge (1989); Reubling
(1991); Russell (1998); Swick &
Driggers (1978)
Killian (1997); Tracy (1997);
Richardson (2000)

Berg & Hall (1997); Brown (1991);
Burton (1995); DiBella & Krysiak
(1997); Richardson (2000); Synder
(1997); Tracy (1997)

Research Subquestion

1. Reform efforts and
roles, duties, and
skills
3. Status
2. Attitudes and
abilities

1. Reform efforts and
roles, duties, and
skills
2. Attitudes and
abilities
1. Reform efforts and
roles, duties, and
skills

Ambrosie & Haley (1991); Ayalesh
(1994); Glatthorn (1990); Pajak (1989);
Richardson (2000); Synder (1997);
Tracy (1997)

4. Future changes

Archer (2000); Schlecty (1990);
Wiggins (1995)

1. Reform efforts and
roles, duties and
skills
1. Reform efforts and
roles, duties and
skills
2. Attitudes and
abilities
3. Status

Ambrosie & Haley (1991); Burton
(1995); Dale (1996); Grimsley, et. al
(1974); Plugge (1989); Reubling (1992)

Process
In choosing a data collection method, Marshall and Rossman (1999) pointed
out that the researcher should consider the method that will be the most cost-effective,
feasible, and adequate in terms of the "relative emphasis on participation in many
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qualitative studies" (p. 133). The researcher looked at the level of participation of the
researcher in the study.

The choice of method was "logically linked to the

conceptual framework and research questions, the overall strategy of the study, and
early decisions about the role" (p. 133).
Marshall and Rossman (1999) stressed that the researcher should tie the data
collection method to the type of information being sought (Marshall & Rossman,
1999). Miles & Huberman (1994) categorized data management into 3 subcategories:
data reduction, data display, and data drawing or verification. Mishler (1990)
emphasized that the ultimate goal of qualitative design is to describe a pattern of
relationships, which is done through the development of specific analytic categories.
The method of gathering information for this study was elite interviewing, a
specialized case of the in-depth interview. Marshall and Rossman (1999) stressed,
"The participant's perspective on the phenomenon of interest should unfold as the
participant views it, not as the researcher views it" (p. 108). The most important
aspect for the researcher was to let the participants know their views were valued.
Marshall and Rossman (1999) gave the strengths of interviews as (1) large
amounts of data can be gathered quickly, (2) when more than one person participates,
a variety of information can be gathered across a larger number of subjects, and (3)
intermediate follow-up and clarification can be accomplished readily. They outlined
the limitations as (1) cooperation from the interviewees is essential, (2) lack of local
language or interviewing skill may result in short, unproductive answers, and (3)
answers garnered may be less than truthful.
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The interviewer attempted to exhibit excellent listening skills and to be
"skillful at personal interaction, question framing, and gentle probing for elaboration"
(Marshall & Rossman, 1999, p. 110). When using in-depth interviews as the only
way of gathering data, it was important for the researcher to establish that the purpose
of the study was to "uncover and describe the participants' perspectives on events that is, that the subjective view is what matters" (p. 110).
In designing the interview process for this study, all interviewees were
guaranteed total confidentiality (Glesne & Peshkin, 1992). Prior to the beginning of
the research project, the researcher submitted a proposal for approval to utilize human
subjects in the research to the Institutional Review Board (IRB) at Georgia Southern
University. After receiving approval from the IRB (Appendix C), the researcher then
wrote the prospective interviewees and outlined the purpose of the study, discussed
the interview process and asked the interviewees to read and sign a consent form for
the interviews (Appendix D). They were reassured that their privacy was protected
and that they could conclude the interview at any time they felt uncomfortable with
the process. The interviewees were all assured that the audiotapes would be
destroyed after the study was completed, and, before publication of the study, they
would receive a written copy of the interview for their final approval (Appendix E).
The interviews were designed to last from 45 to 60 minutes and were recorded
electronically with the interviewees' prior approval. Gall, Borg, and Gall (1996) gave
the advantages of the use of tape recorders over note taking for recording interview
data.

It reduced the temptation for interviewers to "make an unconscious selection of

data favoring their biases" (p.320). Tape recording gave a complete verbal record
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and could be studied more thoroughly than data in the form of notes. The main
disadvantage of the tape recorder was that the presence of a tape recorder could be
somewhat intimidating to the interviewee who might be reluctant to express personal
feelings while being recorded. Fontana and Frey (1994) described how interviewing
had undergone a profound change in that the respondent was now considered a "real
person" (p. 373) rather than a "cataloged faceless respondent" (p. 373). The
researcher made every attempt to make sure that the recorder was as unobtrusive as
possible and made the interviewees feel very comfortable and at ease in relating their
stories. The interviewer informed each interviewee that if she wished to speak off the
record, the tape recorder would be turned off during those comments. Only one of
the respondents asked to use that privilege, and that request was honored by the
researcher.
Treatment of the Data
Miles and Huberman (1994) stressed that it is important to have a good
storage and retrieval system to keep track of available data. Much of this was
accomplished through the use of QSR NUD.IST 5 software, which codes recurring
patterns and themes from the transcripts. Using the transcribed copies of the eight indepth interviews, the researcher used QSR NUD.IST 5 to look for themes and
categories that emerged from the data. The use of such software worked "on the
principle of allowing the researcher to identify text segments, attach category labels
to the segments, and sort for all text segments that relate to the specific category"
(Creswell, 1994). QSR NUD.IST 5 was also used to help establish validity by
verifying the themes and trends the researcher had identified.
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Marshall and Rossman (1999) described the analysis of data as the "process
of bringing order, structure, and interpretation to the mass of collected data" (p. 150).
It is time-consuming and ambiguous at best; it is not a linear, well-defined process.
Marshall and Rossman added, "Qualitative data analysis is a search for general
statements about relationships among categories of data; it builds grounded theory"
(p. 150).
In the present study, the researcher worked to balance between what Marshall
and Rossman (1999) called " efficiency considerations and design flexibility" (p.
151). The researcher followed initial concepts, but often modified them as the data
were collected and analyzed. General categories for data were established but were
shifted or changed as the interpretations were made. The researcher strove to have a
sufficient final analysis, which was described by Marshall and Rossman (1994) as
"when the critical categories are defined, the relationships between are established,
and they are integrated into an elegant, credible interpretation" (p. 152).
Summary
The present qualitative study of long-term curriculum directors sought to
create assumptions about the roles of curriculum directors in Georgia. After reviews
by two panels of experts, an interview guide that reflected the review of the literature
was finalized. Data were collected through the method of elite interviewing, which is
a specialized version of in-depth interviewing. The researcher conducted elite
interviews with eight long-term curriculum directors in Georgia to garner the
respondents' perceptions of their roles. The interviews were recorded, transcribed,
and coded for recurring patterns and themes by the researcher along with the use of
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QSR NUD.IST 5 software. The researcher assimilated the findings to determine the
perceptions of long-term curriculum directors on their roles and to formulate
implications for curriculum supervision and management at the system level.

CHAPTER IV
FINDINGS
Introduction
This study examined the role perceptions of long-term Georgia curriculum
directors who had served in that position at least 15 years. The questions asked in this
study centered on whether or not the role of curriculum director in Georgia has
changed over this period of time and, if it has changed, how it has changed. The
fundamental research question of the study was: What are the role perceptions of longterm Georgia curriculum directors? Additionally, five subquestions were designed to
explore the fundamental research question:
1. In what ways have reform efforts impacted the roles, duties, and skills of longterm curriculum directors in Georgia?
2. What attitudes and abilities do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia
perceive that have contributed to the longevity in their positions?

^

3. Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive changes in their
personal and professional status ir. the past 15 years as a result of reform
efforts?
4. Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive their roles changing in
the future?
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5.

Are there categories of demographic variables that influence the longevity of
long-term curriculum directors in Georgia?
This chapter gives an analysis of the data collected through scheduled in-depth

interviews with eight long-term curriculum directors selected for this study. A
qualitative approach was used in this study to give a deeper understanding of the role
perceptions of these long-term curriculum directors and to tell their stories, which are
rich in experience and knowledge. The interview questions were based on themes that
emerged from the review of the literature concerning if and how the role of curriculum
director in Georgia has been affected by such school reform efforts as school-based
management and decentralization. The substance of these interview questions was as
follows:
1.

Profile

2:

Facilitator or director?

3.

Status, influences, and power

4.

Duties and responsibilities

5.

Decentralization

6.

Role of the principal

7.

School-based management

8

Time allocation

9.

Job expectations from others

10.

Ambiguity of the curriculum director's role

11.

Technology

12.

Negative and positive changes in education in Georgia
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13. Future of curriculum directors in Georgia
14. Accountability in Georgia
15. Experiences and lessons learned
Eight interviewees were chosen by purposive sampling and contacted by phone
to arrange interview appointments. All of the long-term curriculum directors were
interviewed in the central offices of the school systems where they worked.
Data Analysis
After using both a panel of Georgia curriculum directors and a panel of out of
state experts to review the research tool, the questionnaire was finalized to include 15
questions. Eight interviewees were chosen by purposive sampling and contacted by
phone to arrange interview appointments. All of the long-term curriculum directors
were interviewed in the central offices of the school systems where they worked. The
interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed into a word-processed format and sent
to the individual respondents to ask for additional comments, clarification, and
ultimately, approval. After the eight long-term curriculum directors were assured of
their anonymity, they all granted final written permission to allow the researcher to use
the data from the interviews for the present study.
The responses to the interview questions were sorted by the five research
subquestions in order to establish a foundation for the analysis. This set up the
framework for identifying the common themes, behaviors, and practices that may have
contributed to the success and longevity of careers of the eight long-term curriculum
directors who were the focus of this study. The researcher used the software program
OSR NUD IST 5 to categorize and code the data to search the transcripts for
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recurring themes, commonalities, and important information. The interview questions
were organized into the five research study subquestions in the following way:
1. Are there categories of demographic variables that influence the longevity of
long-term curriculum directors in Georgia? (Subquestion 5)
(a)

Profile (Interview question 1)

2. In what ways have reform efforts impacted the roles, duties, and skills of longterm curriculum directors in Georgia? (Subquestion 1)
(a)

Facilitator or director? (Interview question 2)

(a) Duties and responsibilities (Interview question 4)
(b) School-based management (Interview question 7)
(c) Time allotment (Interview question 8)
(d) Negative and positive changes in education (Interview question
12)
(e) Accountability (Interview question 14)
3. What attitudes and abilities do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia
perceive that have contributed to the longevity in their positions^
(Subquestion 2)
(a) Ambiguity (Interview question 10)
(b) Technology (Interview question 11)
(c) Experiences (Interview question 15)
4. Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive changes in their
personal and professional status in the past 15 years as a result of reform
efforts9 (Subquestion 3)
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(a) Status (Interview question 3)
(b) Decentralization (Interview question 5)
(c) Role of principal (Interview question 6)
(d) Job expectations from others (Interview question 9)
5.

Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive their roles changing in
the future? (Subquestion 4)
(a)

Future of Georgia curriculum directors (Interview question 13)
Editing the Text

Each respondent was assigned a number, 1, 2, 3, etc., and the remarks of each
are represented by that assigned number throughout the findings of the data analysis.
In the citations for the quotes by the respondents, the respondents are designated as
R. 1, R.2, R.3, etc. The researcher edited the contents by omitting any references to
actual persons, actual school districts, geographic locations in Georgia, etc., with
generic terms to insure the respondents' anonymity. Passages were edited to avoid
repetition or to circumvent comments that were not pertinent to the primary focus of
the interview question by using ellipsis (...) instead of the actual text of the transcripts
Words or phrases were inserted in brackets [ ] in order to avoid ambiguities for the
reader.
The full transcripts were too lengthy to incorporate in their entirety in the
present study. Therefore, the researcher felt a professional requirement to make the
raw data available to other researchers who might want to validate the findings of the
study or to use the data in investigating related or tangential issues not addressed
herein. Accordingly, copies of the transcripts, edited for anonymity of the
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respondents, will remain on file in two locations: the office of the researcher at the
Jefferson County Board of Education, Louisville, Georgia; and the office of Professor
Cathy Jording at the Department of Leadership, Technology, and Human
Development, Georgia Southern University, Statesboro, Georgia.
Demographics
Educational statistics for the school districts served by the eight long-term
curriculum directors in this study were obtained from the 1999-2000 Georgia Public
Education Report Cards developed by the Georgia Department of Education and
published in 2001. Seven of the eight curriculum directors who participated in the
study were from small- to medium-sized rural school systems whose student
enrollment ranged from approximately 1,500 to 4,000 in pre-kindergarten through
12th grade. The only exception was the curriculum director who was from a larger
suburban system, which had approximately 21,000 students in pre-kindergarten
through 12th grade.
Profiles of Long-Term Georgia Curriculum Directors (Research subquestion 5)
Tell me about yourself: where vou were bom, attended school, level and type of
teaching experience, other administrative experience, and how you became and why
vou have remained a curriculum director for at least 15 years. (Interview question 1)
The initial parts of the first question were designed to make the respondents
comfortable and to establish rapport with them by asking them about their
backgrounds and career paths. This autobiographical information revealed some
patterns of similarity that may have had a direct influence on their longevity as
curriculum directors. The last part of the question was tailored to get the respondents
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to begin identifying reasons they felt they had remained in the curriculum director
position for at least 15 years. These responses helped set the stage for discussion
about several of the pertinent issues such as reform efforts, needed abilities, and
character traits.
The stories of the eight long-term curriculum directors had striking similarities
that helped the researcher to characterize their stability and their endurance. All of the
eight were women; seven were Caucasian and one was African American. Table 2 (p.
64) provides a profile of these women. The long-term curriculum directors were all
products of the Georgia public school system. All eight of them have spent their entire
tenures as curriculum directors in the same systems. Two of the eight were natives of
those systems; two of the others had come to their systems because their husbands
were natives of those systems. One had come to the system because her husband s job
had brought them to that location. The other three accepted jobs in that system and
settled there.
This stability seemed to affect the goals and aspirations of all of these women.
Of the eight long-term curriculum directors, two had not planned to be teachers. The
other six did set out to be teachers, with only one of them having the goal of ultimately
becoming an administrator. This aspiring administrator told how her mother and both
of her sisters were teachers and talked about her strong family ties to education.
My mother was a teacher and both of her sisters were teachers. My
grandmother was a principal here back around the turn of the century, and
two of her sisters were teacher-principals at public schools, maybe at
two-teacher schools. I've just always loved working with people and loved
working with young people and always knew that I was going to teach
(R 1, 6-4-01, p. 1)
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Of the eight long-term curriculum directors, this respondent was the only one who
actively sought a superintendency. She sought the appointed position in the same
system in which she had served as curriculum director for many years. This
respondent reported she was told she did not get the appointment "because I wasn't
male and I've never coached and the board chairman said on the front page of the
paper that they picked the best man for the job" (R. 1, 6-4-01, p. 7). One of the other
respondents reported that she reluctantly applied for the superintendency in her system
at one point, but was very glad that she did not get it. She emphasized:
I did consider the superintendency and did apply when it became available. .
. . The Board did a GSBA [Georgia School Boards Association] search and
went outside and brought in someone. And I was able to look back and to
really say, 'Thank you, Lord'. I think we all have to find the place that we feel
like we can maximize our strengths. And I'm not sure that being a
superintendent is where my strength is. (R. 7, 6-21-01, p. 2-3)
Both of these respondents, and the other six as well, reported that they had
never had any interest in going outside of their own system to seek a position. All
eight agreed that their strong roots and family ties had affected their decisions to stay
in the same position within the same system. Two respondents said that they had both
been interested in becoming principals at times during their tenure as curriculum
directors, but circumstances just never worked out. One of these two expressed regret
that she did not try a principalship.
One overwhelming reaction that struck the researcher was how little regret any
of the eight women expressed about their careers or decisions they had made. All of
them said that they liked teaching and liked helping teachers. The following comments
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made by Respondent 2 regarding the pursuit of goals other than being a curriculum
director were rather typical of the group:
Never wanted to be superintendent because I enjoy working with teachers and
watching things in classrooms. My strength is organizing things. I really can.
I can right well see the global picture - I can see how pieces fit. I have never
wanted to fool with money. I fool more with money right now than I ever
wanted to. (R. 2, 6-4-01, p. 2)
Another respondent conveyed similar feelings. In responding to the question
about pursuing other goals than being curriculum director, she stated, "No, in fact it
wasn't even a goal initially to be a teacher. I student taught just in case I ever wanted
to, loved it, and have been caught up in it ever since" (R. 4, 6-20-01, p. 1).
Respondent 8 told about how her superintendent approached her about the job of
curriculum director and noted, "I did not even apply. He called me in and talked with
me. . . . So we talked and I got the job. ... At that time I really can't say that I had
any aspiration to be an administrator" (6-26-01, p. 2).
All eight of the respondents talked about mentors who had influenced them. It
was quite obvious to the researcher that someone had recognized their potential early
on in their careers. Two of the eight long-term curriculum directors reported that they
were initially encouraged by their superintendents to apply for the job of curriculum
director. More remarkably, four of the eight did not even apply; they were just called
in and told they had the job if they wanted it. Respondent 3 told her story as follows,
The principal of that school became my mentor. Dr. [name]. She was a
wonderful lady, very kid-focused, and she is the person who put me on the
road to leadership. Because she told me I needed to go back to school, that I
had something special about the way I related to adults, and it was something
I needed to capitalize on. I had no idea what she was talking about. I just
knew that I liked teaching school and I liked working with teachers. So I went
back and started to work on the leadership certification.... The middle school
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principal here died. Then the current curriculum director at that time moved
in that position. The superintendent called and asked me would I come and
talk about this position of curriculum director.... I was reluctant to leave the
elementary school because I wanted to be a principal. But Dr. [name] felt that
I needed to see how an entire school system operated. It would be
advantageous. So I took her advice, and I took the job, and it was the year
before QBE [Quality Basic Education] came in. (6-13-01, p. 17)
Impact of Reform Efforts (Research subquestion 1)
Do you see yourself as a director or as a facilitator of curriculum for your school
system? Why9 How has that changed over your length of service? ("Interview
question 2)
This question was designed to determine if the long-term curriculum directors
had seen a real change in their roles over their tenures, which were at least 15 years.
In looking at the eight women in this study, it is important to note that three of them
had line authority while five had staff authority. This distinction could possibly have
affected the way in which these curriculum directors see themselves as director or
facilitator. Another factor that could have affected their answers was what titles these
women carried. It should be noted that the term "curriculum director" was used in the
generic sense for this study, regardless of the title the person carried, as long as that
person was in charge of curriculum and instruction for a school system. This point
was made clear to each respondent in the interview process. Of the eight respondents,
only two carried the title Curriculum Director. Two carried the title Assistant
Superintendent for Instruction, one was Associate Superintendent for Instruction, one
was Assistant Superintendent, one was Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and
Instruction, and one was Administrative Assistant to the Superintendent.
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In response to the question about being facilitator or director, two of the
respondents said they were a combination of both, while six said without any
hesitation that they were facilitators The two who said they were a combination of
both had line authority. One of the two worked in the largest system of those in the
study and had several curriculum specialists working under her direction. She stated
that she was more of a facilitator before the central office became so large. As the
number of central office curriculum specialists grew, she was given more line authority
and felt more removed from the facilitator role.
The other of the two who thought they were a combination of facilitator and
director was in a much smaller system where she was responsible for all the curriculum
areas as well as many other duties such as budgeting and staff development. She felt
that she was more of a facilitator in the curriculum and instructional areas, but more of
a director when it came to budgeting and staff development.
The other six respondents were adamant about the importance of their support
role as facilitators. Respondent 5 commented to that effect,
I see myself as a facilitator of curriculum. . . My role is to see the whole
picture. I do curriculum K-12 and then help the pieces connect to each other.
I go read the research. I go find what is needed. I will make the telephone
calls. I will photocopy the journal articles. I will do whatever is necessary in
order to get information to principals and assistant principals for curriculum,
to get information to my superintendent. That is my role. Then, to help them
understand, to help make decisions about what would work for the children of
our county. (6-20-01, p. 3)
Even though one of the assistant superintendents had line authority, she made
it clear with the following words that she was a support person:
I have always viewed this job as a central office position, regardless of what
position, as being a support person. My job is to help teachers and to help
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principals. If there is something that I can do at my desk to take the load off of
them, then I see that as my job. That doesn't mean that I do it for them or that
I do it in their stead, because everything is done collaboratively with them. . . .
It's not my goal to get something in and write somebody else's name on it and
get if off my desk. It's my goal to handle it. . . .1 have worked with people that
it appears to be their major goal to just get it off their desk. My goal is to see
it to completion. And sometimes that creates a lot of extra work and
headaches that maybe doesn't have to be there. But that's the way that I see
the curriculum director's role. It's not so much a line person, although the
buck does stop there on curriculum issues. But it is more of a support
position. (R. 7, 6-26-01, p. 3-4)
Respondent 6, who is an Associate Superintendent for Instruction, described
how her role had become more facilitative:
Now I see myself more as a facilitator. In earlier years, I was more a director.
I think basically that it happened because our principals were put in the role
more as instructional leaders in our schools. And when that happened, they
had to assume some of the things that I had to do before. And then it just
became more and more that that was what the superintendent expected, that
the principal would be the leader within that school. So my role was to back
up and be support to the principals in any of the instructional and curriculum
activities that they would be doing at the school level. (6-21-01, p. 2)
To determine if and how the duties and responsibilities of the curriculum
director had changed over the length of service, the researcher asked the following
question:
Describe how your duties and responsibilities have changed over your length of service
as curriculum director. To what do vou attribute these changes? (Interview question
4)
In responding to this question, three of the eight curriculum directors
immediately said that their duties and responsibilities had changed; yet, as they began
to talk they appeared to qualify their answers. They listed a number of programs and
activities that were added, but they actually felt that the bottom line of the job had not
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changed. The essence appeared to be that the major responsibility for the job, which is
overseeing curriculum and instruction for a school system, had not changed, the
profound change was in how complex and involved that job had become. The
comment of Respondent 2 exemplified their responses,
Until we started talking about it today, I would have said yes, they have
changed - the parameters have extended ... all pieces that go into the process
programs and pieces have expanded, so that spreads you thinner . . . but the
core has not changed. (6-4-01, p. 4)
Another noted that programs were "more complex, yet we have the same span of
control" (R. 4, 6-20-01, p. 3).
All eight of the curriculum directors discussed how complex the job had
become. They used terms like complex, tremendous, redundant, collaborative, and
tedious. This comment from Respondent 8 provided a good example of how the
respondents felt about how the duties and responsibilities have evolved over the past
15 or more years:
I think one of the things the superintendent told me when I came in, and I
thought he was a very knowledgeable man. He said this is a position that is
hard to teach anyone to do. He would call me in from time to time and he
would say, I know I don't help you as much as I should. But always come to
me. The door is always open if you have questions. Because the range of
duties were so tremendous to me, coming from a classroom. (6-26-01, p. 5)
Another respondent also expressed her frustration over the complexity of
overseeing an array of programs and funds. She stated that the job had always been
one of "putting the puzzle together. Now I can't even find the pieces it's gotten so
complex" (Respondent 3, 6-13-01, p. 5).
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Several of the long-term curriculum directors mentioned the complexity and
tremendous responsibility of managing staff development for the school system.
Respondent 8 expressed intense feelings about this particular job responsibility:
I will never forget walking into staff development and trying to work out
processes so that you felt that staff development was not a hated thing.
Early on when I came in, it was as if you were having staff development only
for people who were having problems. No one wanted to be identified as
having problems, needing help. (6-26-01, p. 5)
In looking at if and how reform efforts have affected the role of the curriculum
director, the following question was asked about the effect of school-based
management:
Has school-based management affected vou as a curriculum director? Describe any
changes in your job responsibilities, status, and power as a result of school-based
management. What is your perception of the curriculum director's role in school-based
management? (Interview question 7)
Much to the surprise of the researcher, all of the curriculum directors said that
school-based management had not really changed their role, status, or power. Each
elaborated on how it had either complicated or stretched their abilities, but did not
change the basic purpose of their job, which they say was to support and facilitate.
Respondent 6 put it into these words, "I don't feel displaced at all (6-21-01, p. 5).
Five of the eight long-term curriculum directors also made strong, clear
statements about school-based management and their role, that are worth noting.
Respondent 3 declared, "We have always been school-based here. To build budgets,
we don't send them [schools] money - we send them blank pieces of paper" (6-13-01,
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p. 7). She went on to say that she acted as the facilitator, or in her words, "the
sounding board" (6-13-01, p. 7).
Respondent 4, the long-term curriculum director with the most schools in her
system, commented,
When I first took the job, we had a great deal of consistency among the
schools, in programs, etc. . . . Now we have a really wide divergence in the
types of school that we have. So that has made some difference in the way
things have happened. ... I don't know that it has affected my major
responsibilities a great deal. But I find myself probably being less able to
support them with that many different things, but at the same time trying to be
a resource person for them to help them in those areas. . . . [My role] is to try
to support them in what they want to do. But we can't offer, for instance,
system-wide training in the mathematics program implementation if two
schools are using something different. So we try to do for them, but they are
more on their own. (6-20-01, p. 5)
Respondent 4 also noted that her system's school board had recently added a
program evaluation specialist to her office, and they are looking at the data for the
various programs that the schools have implemented.

She stated,

Some of these programs are not being successful. And we're not having the
results, quite frankly, . . . that we would like to have. . . .It's not as though the
schools have complete autonomy. But we are going to be in a better position
to use the data and make some recommendations. (6-20-01, p. 5-6)
In discussing the curriculum director's role in school-based management.
Respondent 5 commented that she felt comfortable with the process and was very
involved. She saw her role as important because "they need someone to pull it all
together and keep the big picture in mind" (R. 5, 6-20-01, p. 8).
Respondent 7 pointed out,
I don't see that my role has really changed. I usually sit down and plan with
those administrators. I am a part of their school-based teams. I don't go to
every meeting that a school improvement team within the school has. But
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when they get ready to have a new project or a new program. I'm always
involved at that point. (6-26-01, p. 9)
According to Respondent 8, she felt the role that the curriculum directors
should play in school-based management is one of facilitation. She noted:
My approach with the principals is 'I'm here to support you. Let's look
together. I don't think there is a school anywhere that can't improve, and
let's talk about that.' Principals primarily, and I think teachers, like to hear
the good. (6-26-01, p. 11)
In looking at the impact of reform efforts on the long-term curriculum
directors, it is important to note how they spend their time and if that has changed
over time. To that effect, the following question was asked:
Discuss how you spend your time including curriculum as well as other assigned duties
that are not instructional in nature. What are these duties? How has this distribution
of time changed during your tenure as curriculum director? ("Interview question 8)
The variations in responses to this question were based primarily on the size of
the systems the eight long-term curriculum directors served and the way in which their
positions were structured. In spite of these variations, all agreed that the job had
become more complex. Most thought it kept them away from the classrooms as well.
For instance. Respondent 4, the long-term curriculum director who served in the
largest district of those in the study, shared her ideas on the matter:
I am less able to get in the schools as much, to observe instruction or visit the
teachers, or do those kinds of things, mainly because of the size of the system
and the amount of paperwork, and the amount of record keeping. ... So that
has been an appreciable change because I feel more removed from it. (6-2001,p. 6)
On the other hand, one respondent, who was in a much smaller system, felt that she
was spending more time in the classrooms than before. She said.
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I used to do so much paperwork. I don't do as much of that now. I'm
spending more time in the classroom. I'm spending more time sitting down
with teachers and principals, talking about what their school needs, what kind
of resources they need. (R. 5, 6-20-01, p 8)
Five of the respondents specifically said that they had very little time for
curriculum development. The following comment provided a good example of the
way other duties infringe on actual time spent directly on curriculum and instruction:
I've spent a lot of time being the system contact person, meaning I was sent to
the meetings to get back information and then disseminate that information.
I've done an awful lot of that kind of stuff and of course I've enjoyed it. It
has really given me a picture, a broad picture of everything. I haven't spent
that much time on curriculum development. I'm the testing coordinator, so
that takes up a lot of time in certain amounts in certain periods. ... I do
certification, I still do hiring, so that takes a lot of time. (R.I, 6-4-01, p. 1112).
Another one of these five respondents said, "I am more of a manager now - tending to
programs that support curriculum and instruction"(R. 6, 6-21-01, p. 5). In the same
vein. Respondent 3 said, "Personnel has become a big, big item." (6-13-01, p. 8).
Respondent 4 noted, "I am more removed from it [the classroom] now." (6-20-01, p.
6), and Respondent 2 declared that the time she spent on curriculum guides was
"minute" (6-4-01, p. 7).
Two respondents commented on how cumbersome and time consuming the job
of testing coordinator had become, particularly in light of accountability issues. For
instance, Respondent 2 expressed frustration with that assignment,
I would say being testing coordinator has changed as much as any role I have.
I spend an inordinate amount of time unboxing, getting things to schools,
getting them back documented. To sit in this floor with tests everywhere and
making sure all those numbers were right on a Friday night, is absurd. I can t
imagine what other systems that are larger than I am are doing. But they are
so scared that we are going to cheat, and I guess there have been so many
instances of cheating, that it is just killing everybody. (6-04-01, p. 13)
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One respondent talked about how the time she spent on things had changed
over her 18-year tenure:
When I first started out we wrote a lot of curriculum. Now I don't even think
about a curriculum document without getting instructional implementation of
that document. I'm thinking, what do teachers need in order to do this? What
kind of classes or training do we need to have? What kind of consultants do
we need to bring in? Everything is different. Everything is tied to school
improvement, to student achievement. We used to do staff development —
like calligraphy—so much fiin. We could do things like that. Now we're
talking about comprehension strategies. Next week we are talking about
generational poverty. We are getting at the core of who children are and what
they need. (R. 5, 6-20-01, p. 8)
Another respondent commented on the frustration she often felt when her
superintendent assigned her things that were not considered instructional in nature.
She explained how she reacted,
There has been a time or two when the superintendent would have given me
some things like that, and I was able to look him in the eye and say, 'I cannot
do it. If you want me to keep instruction as the focus, I cannot do that. I will
do it if you tell me I have to. (R. 2, 6-04-01, p. 8)
In continuing the focus on the impact of reform efforts on long-term
curriculum directors, the researcher asked the following question:
What changes in education in Georgia have vou seen durinR your tenure as curriculum
director that have had the most detrimental or negative impact on your role7 What
changes in education have had the most positive impact on your role? (Interview
question)
Six of the eight long-term curriculum directors stated that the lack of state
department of education leadership that they were experiencing at the time of the
interview was a negative influence on education in Georgia. The comments of
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Respondent 3 were typical of the feelings the respondents expressed about leadership
from the state level being a detriment.
Now I do think it's unfortunate that we're dealing with the political furor in
Atlanta between the state department and Office of Educational
Accountability. They should be one and the same. I think that exemplifies the
lack of confidence in leadership in the state department, and I think we see
that every day when we cannot get a straight answer. And that is very, very
frustrating. For people who have had experience in instruction in the board
office, we pretty well know, based on our experience, what needs to
happen But we also worked with a good state department when we all
started. I mean you can get an answer, but the people who are taking our
places do not have that help. They don't. You can't get a straight answer for
a variety of reasons, most of them political. So we have to just move on and
have school, and make the best decisions that we can possibly make based on
what we think is good for the kids. (6-13-01, p. 13)
Respondent 5 expressed her concern that political maneuvering had been
detrimental to education in Georgia with the following comments:
I think politics have hurt us. I think we are victims. You and I, and most
everybody else, every other educator in Georgia, we have taken plans and
plans and plans, we have taken all kinds of mandates, new laws every year, and
we have just been trucking right along trying to do for children. We won't
miss a lick. We try to make the governor happy, we try to make the
legislature happy, we try to make the religious right happy, and on and on . . .
I don't think we have dropped the ball. I think we just kept moving right along
trying to be good for children, trying to do good for our community. (6-20-01,
p. 11)
Another concern that the respondents saw as a negative influence on education
in Georgia was the low teacher morale over media reports about high stakes testing
and accountability. Four of the eight long-term curriculum directors specifically
mentioned this as a problem.

Respondent 6 made the following statement that

included comments on both the low teacher morale and lack of state department
leadership:
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I think when they stripped the state department of people you could contact if
you had a question [is a negative influence], A lot of the questions I can
answer right off the bat, but there are some that I need to call to get
clarification on When I call up there and all I get is an answering machine,
that's frustrating. ... I think it just leaves the systems out here floundering....
Besides stripping the state department, I think that more should be done to
boost the morale of teachers. Recently there have been all of these ads on
television, and it really makes the teachers feel that they have just been
showing up and that's not the case. (6-21-01, p. 7)
Low teacher morale and accountability were also discussed by
Respondent 8, who said she felt these were both negative influences on education in
Georgia:
I'm not afraid of accountability. I think we ought to be accountable. But I
think the way it was initially begun has been detrimental and it has upended
many of my teachers who are very professional. ... I think that has been
detrimental because it has turned teachers and principals kind of up on end I
think it has stirred parents to think that we're not doing a good job. I don't
like that. These people [teachers] . . . go in and they give you a full day's work
for their pay every day, and now you are made to look as if you have been
doing nothing. ... I think more educators should have been involved when this
came. (6-26-01, p. 16-17)
The eight long-term curriculum directors were less consistent with their
choices of positive influences on education in Georgia during their tenures. Three of
the respondents said they thought teacher raises during Zell Miller's term as governor
of Georgia had a positive influence on education. As Respondent 1 stated, "Probably
the most positive was, again, happening to our teachers, when Zell Miller started
pumping up teachers, he did it financially, but he did it in other ways too, it's amazing"
(6-04-01, p. 17).
Respondent 1 along with another respondent felt that the lottery-funded PreKindergarten (Pre-K) Program had had very positive influences on education in
Georgia. She summed it up by saying,
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Pre-K has leveled the playing field a little bit because so many kids, in this
county anyway, used to come to first grade never having held a fork, let alone
a pencil or a pen, whose parents did not have a book or a magazine in their
house. ... If we get those children at a younger age and be able to provide
some good nutrition, it gives us a little more time. It gives us time to work
with the parents, particularly the Pre-K program and so much with the parents.
We have been getting them thinking about the value of school. (6-04-01, p. 17)
Other positive influences that were mentioned by the respondents included: (a)
extra pay for Georgia teachers who received National Board Certification, which had
been recently approved by the Georgia legislature; (b) the development of the Georgia
Quality Core curriculum (QCC); and (c) the increased usage and availability of
technology in classroom instruction. One other positive influence that was mentioned
was the attention on education in the media. While most of the long-term curriculum
directors mentioned the negative aspects of media coverage at some point in the
interview, this respondent said that recent attention on education in the media had
actually helped her small, rural system.

She noted,

A lot of the negative publicity that comes about is often in a very different
education setting [from our system], . . . But education is a high profile issue
and our parents in this community say, 'but those things don't happen here.
We must be doing a really good job.' It's a bad way to get a pat on the
back, but that is true. And we have people bring us their children from
other counties because they think their kids will be safe here. Now, of course,
you and I know that we can't guarantee that. Bet we only have 500 kids in
each building. We know every child by name in the building. We have no
anonymous kids. If we had a high school of 1500, we'd have anonymous
kids. So that element of recognition really does at least contribute to this
image of safety because we know when somebody walks down our hall that
doesn't belong. And that is very helpful. (R. 3, 6-13-01, p. 14)
Although several of the respondents mentioned accountability in their
responses to the question about negative and positive influences on education, the
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researcher asked the following question to inquire specifically about the respondents'
feelings about accountability:
What are your perceptions about the accountability system that is being put in place in
Georgia? How do you think it will it affect education in general and the position of
curriculum director in particular? (Interview question 14)
All eight of the respondents began their responses to this question with words
similar to "I have no problem with accountability - we need to be accountable." Each
of them had caveats or problems with across the board accountability that did not take
certain measures into account. For instance, three of the respondents who were from
the poorer school districts pointed out the importance of taking demographics into
consideration when setting benchmarks for accountability. One of these two
commented,
I think we need to be accountable. But people also need to realize that when
children come to us, they come with all kinds of situations in their
backgrounds. And if you expect some of the little children that we get, and I
am not saying the majority of our children are like this, but we do get some
children who just don't have that background experience needed to start off
the school year. Okay, you've got to try to build that background. But then
yet still there is a test sitting here. So I'm a little torn. I know that we need to
be held accountable. But when you work hard, like our teachers . . . and then
the test results come back, it will not show it all And I think there should be
more than just one measure. You can't just say that the CRCT [Criterion
Referenced Competency Test] is going to say everything or the Stanford 9.
It's not going to tell the story. It will tell one piece of the story. So, sure we
need to be held accountable. But I think there are other factors that need to be
brought into view, too. (6-21-01, p. 6)
One other of the three stated, "I liked when we had the expectation score and
we were compared to that expectation score. I liked being graded on progress . . . and
to the absolute" (R. 2, 6-4-01, p. 13).
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Four of the respondents discussed the problems with testing students as a
result of accountability measures Respondent 1 expressed concern about the misuse
of data. She related, "My problem with the accountability issue is: are educators going
to be pulling out the data or are the politicians going to tell the educators what to pull
out [of the data]?" (6-04-01, p. 18).
Respondent 3 felt that teachers have difficulty accepting the fact that they
don't have to teach to the test if the curriculum is aligned properly. She stated,
I think that the pressure [accountability] puts on teachers, whether implied or
explicit, makes teachers believe that they don't have the freedom to go beyond
whatever the test is looking for. We have made a conscious effort to say to
teachers, the test is an evaluation of the program, period. That's it. Don't
limit what you're doing. If you're teaching the QCC and the local
curriculum, those are aligned, you can have school. But that is not the
message they get. (6-13-01, p. 11-12)
Another opinion about the misuse of testing was expressed by Respondent 4,
who stated,
In terms of education in general, I think [accountability] has taken us pall-mall
toward mediocrity. And I really am concerned about this teaching to the test
mentality. For years and years our primary sermon has been, you deliver
good solid instruction and teach the curriculum as it's designed to be taught,
differentiate for kids who need differentiation, and the test will take care of
itself. Now certainly I think students need to sometimes see things the way
they appear on the test. For instance, if they all add vertically and the test has
them adding horizontally, they need to be exposed to those kinds of
things. ... It is my perception that testing is essential, but we need to teach
more than just that. (6-20-01, p. 11)
Respondent 7 also showed her concern about accountability and the pressure it
places on teachers.
I think the negative thing that comes out of it [accountability's the manner
that sometimes the legislature and the state go about inflicting those things
upon us, if it could just be done in a more positive way. The testing puts so
much pressure on teachers and on kids, that I think it loses being positive. I
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just feel like sometimes the teachers believe that if we would just let them
teach - that's what they want to do - they just want to teach. But we put so
many demands on their time. (6-26-01, p. 16)
Finally, in terms of testing and accountability issues. Respondent 5 spoke
passionately about the responsibility she felt as curriculum director for the school
system:
I feel so responsible for every test score that is reported, for every teacher who
makes it or does not make it. ... I just feel the accountability measures that
we have in place are a reflection on all of us. We are responsible. I don't hire
the teachers. I don't teach the children. I don't evaluate. We [curriculum
directors] are almost powerless. . . . When I was testing coordinator and I
would report the scores to the board, the years that it wasn't good. ... I
wanted to say, I didn't hire the teachers, I didn't teach the children, nor did I
take the test. Don't kill the messenger! But we feel so much responsibility for
something and we still feel powerless. (6-20-01, p. 13)
Attitudes and Abilities of Long-Term
Georgia Curriculum Directors (Research Subquestion 2)
The following interview question was used to identify the attitudes and abilities
of the eight long-term curriculum directors:
Much of the research says that the role of curriculum director is ambiguous and needs
more clarity. What is your response to this research? How have you experienced this
ambiguity and lack of role clarity9 In your opinion, what could help to clarify this
ambiguity and lack of role clarity? (Interview question 10)
A majority of the respondents felt that the role was ambiguous to the general
public primarily because of the variety of job assignments and job titles. For instance,
Respondent 1 made the following statement:
My feelings that it is an ambiguous role are more based on hearing other
people talk about what they do and I know they have the same title I have and
they don't do at all what I do. ... In our RESA [Regional Education
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Service Agency] group and through GACIS [Georgia Association of
Curriculum and Instructional Supervision] and GASCD [Georgia Association
of Supervision and Curriculum Directors] as I've talked to different people,
it's really hard to get a job description for a curriculum director. (6-04-01, p.
13)
Respondent 7 expressed her feelings about the ambiguity of the curriculum
director's role as follows:
I think it's just one of those jobs. I think the trouble is it entails so much. And
that if you had a statewide job description, it wouldn't apply to [name] County.
Every county is so different, and every system has different numbers of people.
They have also divvied up the responsibilities differently... .So much of it
overlaps. I don't think you can separate it. ... You can't pin it down. If
you're writing a grant, you quit everything else and write a grant. I may not
do very much at all in the fall related to testing other than get the testing
calendar out. But in March and April, testing is like a nightmare. It becomes
almost your whole life. (6-26-01, p. 11-12)
In responding to how to clear some of the ambiguity, most of the respondents
felt that communication and more exposure were the keys. For instance, Respondent
4 said.
We have a really good relationship with the Chamber of Commerce in our
district. We do a program for their leadership group every year. They cycle a
new leadership group through each year, and we do an extensive program for
them, so we get a new audience every year. And the response is always 'I had
no idea [about what the curriculum director does]'. I think those few go out
every year and spread the word. (6-20-01, p. 8)
Two of the respondents felt that it was important for curriculum directors to be
very visible, especially to teachers in order for the curriculum director's role to be
understood. Respondent 2 discussed how important it was for her to be visible in her
schools. She stated, "My teachers know me, know what I do. ... I think accessibility
is very important" (6-04-01, p. 9). Another said, "I wish I had had a little more
exposure [to teachers] this past year. The teachers will miss you sometimes. They
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will say, 'I haven't seen you in so long.' And I have missed getting there" (R. B, 6-2601, p. 14).
Even though all eight of the long-term curriculum directors thought the role of
curriculum director was ambiguous to the general public, they did not see it as a real
problem for themselves or their job performances Respondent 5 noted ,
I just think it is one of those jobs [that are ambiguous]. It's not anything that I
have ever given too much thought about. It just really hasn't mattered to me,
as long as I felt like I was doing and my superintendent and my board felt like I
was doing what I needed to do. Because every year there is something that is
different. It is truly an evolving process. (6-20-01, p. 10)
The following question was asked in order to ascertain the impact of
technology on the role perceptions of the long-term curriculum directors:
Discuss the use of technology as both an administrative and instructional tool. How
has technology affected instruction in your school system? How has technology
affected your position as curriculum director9 (Interview question 11)
All of the respondents said that without a doubt technology had made a great
impact on their roles as both an administrative and instructional tool.
Administratively, they all said that they used technology to both organize information
and to communicate. Five specifically mentioned that although they used it a great
deal, they knew they had not fully capitalized on all that technology could do for them,
mostly as a result of lack of time to learn. For example, Respondent 7 said,
I don't feel that I know very much about Excel [software], but it has really
been a tool that I have used. It's been pretty much self-taught. You don't take
the time to take the computer classes. I hate to say you don't have the time,
but you really don't. (6-26-01, p. 13)
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Respondent 4 also expressed the feelings of several of the respondents when
she said, "I haven't learned all I need to [about technology] but I don't know what I'd
do without it" (6-20-01, p. 9).
Five of the eight spoke enthusiastically about how e-mail had increased their
ability to communicate with teachers who were ordinarily difficult to get in touch with
during the school day. For example, Respondent 2 saw much potential in e-mail as she
stated, "I think e-mail might be the answer to a lot of accessibility and visibility issues
that I am not able to handle so well right now" (6-04-01, p. 9).
In reacting to technology as an instructional tool, four of the eight long-term
curriculum directors discussed how much InTech [Integrating Technology in the
St'.ident-Centered Classroom - Georgia Department of Education] had impacted their
instructional programs. Two of the respondents made particularly strong statements
about the importance of staff development with technology. Respondent 8 stressed
the importance of follow-up with staff development:
InTech is great. What they learn is great. They have got to have the
accessibility to it all, and they have to have some type of time that is not when
they are worn completely out at the end of the day, to access these things and
pull them together. I think it's a wonderful tool. (R. 8, 6-26-01, p. 15)
The other respondent noted:
Until we had teachers trained in InTech, technology in the classroom was a
novel experience for teachers, and a fun time for kids. . . . InTech has just
been a phenomenal experience where we had major buying in. We had
teachers who wanted to do it, we had the financial support to do it, and we had
the money to buy the stuff. And that makes all the difference in the world. (R.
3, 6-13-01, p. 11)
Several noted that they felt that technology was not as fully integrated into
classroom instruction as they would like. Respondent 7 seemed to best express the
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views of the respondents as to how much technology has affected instmction in their
systems:
Not as much as I would like for it to have. We have done a lot of work in that
area. ... I think with our newer, younger teachers, they are not afraid of it. I
think our seasoned teachers are afraid. If I feel weaknesses with what we
have done with technology I see technology being used as an AR [Accelerated
Reader] tool for AR testing And I see it being used as reinforcement.
There is nothing wrong with it being used for those two things. But I would
like to see it used as more than an instructional tool. (6-26-01, p 12)
The interview question that follows had to do with the experiences of the eight
long-term curriculum directors, their coping mechanisms, and the advice they would
give someone about to enter into the role of curriculum director.
In summary, what kind of professional and personal growth have you experienced
during your tenure as a curriculum director? What are some really great experiences
you have had9 What didn't work9 How have you found professional as well as
personal satisfaction in this role9 What are your coping mechanisms? What advice
would you give to someone about to enter into this role? (Interview question IS)
All of the respondents reported that they had found various ways to cope with
the stress of their jobs as well as ways to find both professional and personal
satisfaction. Many of the answers were similar, with the important point being that
they had been able to find ways to cope, which contributed to their longevity in these
positions.
As far as professional growth, all mentioned how they read professional
material and attended conferences and workshops to stay abreast of the latest. These
comments by Respondent 4 were rather typical of the group:
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I've taken a lot of staff development classes. Our RESA [Regional Service
Education Agency] does a leadership academy. I try to attend national
conferences. I try to do professional reading on a fairly regular basis. I get
some things electronically. Really just having to do the job and keep up with
all the things that are required in the job, you have to stay abreast of what's
going on. (6-20-01, p. 12)
Respondent 1 emphasized the importance of staying abreast of the latest information
and research when she noted,
We should never have a comfort zone in our positions. We can't ever get
complacent with what we're doing because the world keeps changing and we
need to be on the cutting edge of those changes if we're going to be leaders.
(6-04-01, p. 21)
Several worked on advanced degrees during their tenures and noted that this
was difficult to balance with all of the responsibility of their positions, but that it did
help them keep up with the latest in education. The other most frequently mentioned
means of professional growth was their involvement with professional organizations.
All eight said they were members of the Georgia Association of Curriculum and
Instructional Supervisors (GACIS), and that this collaboration provided them with a
peer group and a network for the sharing of ideas. Several said that their Regional
Educational Service Agency (RESA) had quarterly meetings of the curriculum
directors in their area, they found this to be a valuable source of networking.
Respondent 3 described the importance of this type of network:
You have no peers [in your own system]. It's a lonesome job. And in this
RESA district, the curriculum directors meet quarterly. We are not only
professional colleagues, we are good friends. So we do have a network there
where you can call and bare your soul and know that it will go no further, and
you can get good advice. (6-13-01, p. 16)
The other professional organizations mentioned as means of professional
growth were the Georgia Association of Educational Leaders (GAEL), the Georgia
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Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development (GASCD), and the Southern
Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). Respondent 3 made comments about
her association with the SACS process, which was typical of the group:
I became active with SACS so I would have the opportunity to go out and
visit other schools. You can get tunnel vision where you are, so I have been a
facilitator, I have been a visiting committee chair, and I have been a system
chair. (6-13-01, p. 15)
All eight of the respondents mentioned the mentors who had influenced them
professionally. Most were principals, superintendents, or curriculum directors who
had not only recognized the potential of the eight respondents early in their careers,
but also continued to offer them advice and encouragement throughout their careers.
Respondent 6 talked about a principal who greatly influenced her career in
education:
I had a lot of respect for the principal who was at the school - he's not living
now - when I first came to this county. He was sort of quiet, and you could
be teaching and he would be in the room, and you didn't know he was in
there. And he had that about him. I remember when he came to tell me that I
needed to go down to the central office when they were considering me for the
curriculum coordinator's position. ... He looked at me, smiled, and he said, I
think they are going to offer you the position. And that meant a lot to me.
He was always there. I thought a lot of him. (6-21-01, p. 10)
In looking at coping mechanisms that worked against stress, most of the
respondents mentioned the same thing. The most often mentioned were family, faith,
and reading for pleasure. For instance, Respondent 5 calmly and quietly said,
I think you have to have a balance. You have to look after your personal
growth. You have to look after your person. I am not [name] because I am
curriculum director of [place] County Schools. That is not me That is
part of me. But I am also, [name], wife, and I cherish that role very much. I
am mother. I cherish that role. I am a grandmother, and I really cherish that!
To find my balance, I have to look to my spiritual development. I get up at
5:00 o'clock and go to work out at the gym four mornings a week so I can
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find balance I have to work on my faith all the time I have to work on my
spiritual growth all the time, plus it fills my cup. I have to spend time with my
family. It fills my cup. I have to relax from time to time. I have to pick up a
book and read. I have to put a needle through a piece of fabric and make a
quilt or make my grandson something. I have to do things that bring me joy so
that when I come in that door down there I am a balanced person, so
that I don't explode or I don't go ballistic, or I don't wither inside when
everything doesn't go right at work. (R. 5, 6-20-01, p. 13)
Four of the respondents said that they were good listeners and this had
contributed to their longevity. Respondent 3 noted, "I have learned to be a really
good listener. And I have learned to look at both sides of an issue. I did have to learn
to do that" (6-13-01, p. 15). Another respondent said,
I had to learn in a small school system, because we are the core, that when I
walk down the hall and either don't smile or don't speak or acknowledge a
teacher, that that rips them apart in a heart beat. I had to learn to listen - not to
snap. I had to learn as much interpersonal skills, I think, as I had to learn
professional skills in order to make this job successful. (R. 2, 6-04-01, p. 15)
Respondent 6 discussed how her ability to listen had worked well for her
during her 16 years as a curriculum director:
When we had our RES A curriculum meetings, I learned a lot from them. I'm
not very talkative, so I wouldn't always participate, but I listened. And I
could hear what they were doing, and that either said to me, there's something
that you might want to consider, or, okay, you're on the right track. That was
a big help. If you don't listen, you can't learn. So I do a lot of listening. (621-01, p. 10)
Other interesting coping mechanisms were exercise, farming, yard work, and a
good sense of humor. Respondent 3 noted:
I have a real good sense of humor. And I'm really flexible. And I don't take
things personally. That really has helped. In fact, when I left the elementary
school the thing they said they missed the most was my laugh. When I came
to this office, the thing that they heard the most was my laugh. By nature, I am
real optimistic and I'm very upbeat. I don't see problems; I see challenges. So
I guess that's my coping mechanism: not taking things personally. (6-13-01, p.
16-17)
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The next part of this question concerned good and bad experiences that the
eight long-term curriculum directors had been through during their tenures. The good
experiences were mainly successes with programs or innovations that the eight
respondents had been instrumental in bringing to their systems. These included
Writing to Read labs, parallel block scheduling, and the SUCCESS Reading Program
The comments from Respondent 2 that follow were rather typical of the responses
about good experiences:
In 21 years we have been a model for several things, I attribute that to the luck
of timing, that we have planned or have been interested in things at obviously
the right time. I remember back to the writing process and our writing
festivals and fairs. We just did that all over the state and all over the
Southeastern United States. The teachers here trusted me, have been very
professional, have been willing to take the staff development and willing to
implement things because I feel like very seldom have I asked them to do
anything, that was not for a reason and that was always to improve their
instruction. (6-04-01, p. 14)
The intriguing thing about the responses about bad experiences was that
several of the eight long-term curriculum directors had to struggle to come up with
examples. In fact, two could not think of any examples, and three others had problems
thinking of examples. They did not do this in a boastful way, but rather apologetically.
Respondent 8 said, "I have been fortunate in not having any real bad situations arise"
(6-26-01, p. 22), while Respondent 2 declared, "There is nothing big that hasn't
worked" (6-04-01, p. 14).
In discussing things that were bad experiences, the one most often mentioned
was the implementation of whole language in the early 1990s. Respondent 4 talked
about what had not worked during her tenure:
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I'm sure there are lots and lots of them [things that did not work well],
although we do need to learn from our mistakes I don't know since I have
been in this office that we have had any major problematic changes that we had
to make Some types of things, you know like textbook adoption, you realize
that we went a little too far in the direction of whole language and had to bring
that back in and make some changes there. (6-20-02, p. 14)
Respondent 5 also mentioned the whole language issue as one of the things that just
did not work well:
One time I really got off with the whole language thing - with that magical
bullet. I didn't learn to read by phonics and you probably didn't either. But
I read. But I know now there are some kids that learn to read phonetically.
And that is important. There is so much of both methods that is good. We just
had to go back to that balance. (6-20-02, p. 14)
The last part of the question was to determine what advice the long-term
curriculum directors would give someone about to enter into the role of curriculum
director in a school system. This question gets at the heart of the study because the
respondents identified the important characteristics and abilities they thought
curriculum directors need to have, thus illuminating their role perceptions.
Respondent 1 said she would tell young curriculum directors to "advance their
education formally and informally, to establish peer groups, to attend conferences, just
to do what you cannot ever become stagnant because I think that's so critical in our
jobs, we can't sit back" (6-04-01, p. 21). Stressing organization and stability.
Respondent 2 gave her advice:
You have to be able to handle pressure and not let it upset you personally or
professionally with people you work with, and just handle a lot of things at one
time. Nobody's going to organize it for you. You have to organize your day
and your weeks, and your year really, and see the picture of what needs to
happen when and stay on task or you will absolutely lose your mind. (6-04-01,
p. 16)
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Being able to do many things at once and having good interpersonal skills were
important to Respondent 7 as she emphasized.
You don't ever get everything compartmentalized in a curriculum job. And
you have to be able to work on four or five different things at one time. You
can't just sit there and complete one job and get up and move to something
else. You have to be available to teachers, and even when you're having a bad
hair day, you have got to show kindness and respect. I think it goes back to
your people skills. (6-26-01, p. 20)
Organizational skills and being flexible were the heart of these comments by
Respondent 3:
The issue of prioritizing, being organized, being flexible [is important]
because your time never belongs to you. I have a to-do list that I have yet to
do. Your time doesn't belong to you. It belongs to everybody else around
you. People's expectations of this job, the way it is right now, is to make their
lives simpler because that is how I have structured the job. (6-13-01, p. 17)
Respondent 8 summed up the feelings of the group well with her advice for an
aspiring curriculum director:
Be flexible! It is a challenge. I think curriculum is a big, big thing to have to
handle. They are going to have to be flexible, innovative, supportive, and
collaborative. They are going to have to be positive. Some things we do can
be real boring. ... I think you've got to have a lot of transfer to people. They
have got to feel that you are a part of them. I don't know that you are a
director. I think that definitely they will look to you to help them make final
decisions. And that's how you get your power. They look to you. (6-26-01,
p. 22)
Personal and Professional Status of
Long-Term Curriculum Directors (Research subquestion 3)
The researcher asked the following question to determine if the long-term
curriculum directors' power and influence over people and situations in their school
systems had changed over their tenures:
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Has your power or influence over people and situations in your school system changed
over your length of service? If so. in what ways has it changed? Can vou give me an
example of these changes? To what do you attribute these changes? (Interview
question 3^
Only two of the respondents answered yes to this question. One of the two
was the Administrative Assistant Superintendent who had line authority and had been
in a curriculum leadership position for 24 years. She commented.
Yes, I think definitely it has changed and one of the things that made the
change was probably in 1982 or '83. I started doing at least fifty percent of the
system budget and worked up to about ninety percent of the system budget, so
that definitely changed the power structure. (R. 1, 6-04-01, p. 5)
The other respondent who answered yes stated,
I think almost in a way it has continued to move up. It appears that whether
that's because I have been here and it is age-driven, or experience-driven, but
the status seems to appear that teachers and principals think you can make
things happen. I like to think that the way my principals see me.. .is I have
their confidence, I have their trust. They will tell me things that. . . they
would not feel quite as at ease to tell the superintendent, knowing that if they
asked me not to or if they asked me to - but maybe to buffer it - to get them in
the door, to lay the ground work, I think they see that you are kind of his right
hand. I truly think that they see that and they can get his attention through me.
(R 8, 6-26-01, p. 4)
The other six all said that basically there had been no change in their status and
power over their tenures. The Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and
Instruction who had line authority responded to the question that asked if her power
and status had changed,
I really don't, because I have always had a collegia! relationship with the
teachers and principals. The perception may have changed some since the
organizational chart has changed. But I don't see my role really any differently
from the way it was initially. (R. 4, 6-20-01, p. 2)
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Another respondent said,
I think I have learned through the years that basically it [power] changes but it
changes based on the personality of the person you are working with, not the
power, not some formal process. ... I had five principals that I worked with,
and I almost had a different personality when I met with each one of those
principals. Because you learn rapidly the ones that you could be very direct
and say, this is what I think we need to do. Talk to me about it. And you
knew the ones that you had to plant that seed way around here on your elbow,
walk away and leave it. And pretty soon it would come back that they had this
wonderful idea of what we needed to do to improve their school. It didn't
matter to me whose idea it was. I just wanted to see the change. I wanted to
see the difference. And if it was my seed that I planted but it became their idea,
so be it. And I guess that's why the power has really never been an issue to
me. (R. 4,7, 6-26-01, p. 4-5)
Respondent 3 felt strongly that power was not what her position and influence
were about. She said assuredly,
When I am interviewed by students who are going through a leadership
program, one thing that always surprises them is when I say this is not a
position of power. I cannot make anybody do anything. This is a position of
influence. People do things for me because I do things for them. (R. 3, 6-1301, p. 4)
The following question was asked in order to ascertain if the respondents had
experienced decentralization and how it may have affected them:
Have you experienced any decentralization during your tenure as curriculum director?
If so. what was decentralized? Did any downsizing occur from the decentralization?
Has the size and structure of the central office changed during your tenure? How did
it affect your role responsibilities, status, and power9 (Interview question 5)
All eight of the respondents described some decentralization they had
experienced during their tenure, but none felt that it had really lessened their status or
power in the school system. For instance, two of the respondents were in systems that

94

had schools that had joined the League of Professional Schools. One of these said the
following about decentralization changing her perceived status, influence or power:
Yes, it has made it [my job] more sophisticated, more complex. The planning
process is so much more sophisticated. You have to start January 1. We go
into retreat in January and February three or four times and sit around the
table and really have to talk about student needs and academic and nonacademic issues. ... I am the leader there. I sit at the head of the table and I
coordinate this conversation, this dialogue, and this input. I put it together,
and I put it back out there. (R. 2, 6-04-01, p. 5)
The other respondent was asked if this decentralization had diminished her position or
her role.

She commented, "It really hasn't" (R. 8, 6-26-01, p. 8).

Two of the respondents discussed the decentralization of budgeting and
resources to the schools; two others talked about how decisions regarding staff
development had moved to the schools. Respondent 8 commented on why more
school-level decision making had not affected her role:
You would think maybe it would [change the role] by giving them more
[authority], but it hasn't. They still want ideas and they want to bring it here
[to the central office] and ask, 'Would this be good? Do you agree with
this?'. (6-26-01, p. 8)
Even though all eight could cite examples of decentralization occurring, only
two said that their central office instructional staff was actually smaller in proportion
to system growth than when they started their tenures as curriculum. The others noted
that their central office staff size had increased, but more in the non-instructional areas
such as technicians, transportation and other support services. Respondent 4 noted,
We [the instructional department] have gained a little bit more support,
partially because the system has grown, and we have needed to do that. The
other thing that I see that has changed, we have added a much larger
technology services staff. Our business department has grown
considerably. ..So the non-instructional administrative staff has grown faster
than the instructional staff. (6-20-01, p. 4)
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One of the most interesting comments about decentralization came from
Respondent 3 who was asked if anything had been moved from the central office to
the schools:
No. In fact our goal has been to keep things in the central office and not send
them to the school. Because we feel the most important thing that goes on in
a school is teaching and learning, not moving pieces of paper. And our job is
to move the pieces of paper. There has been no downsizing from the central
office. (6-13-01,p. 6)
The following question was asked to determine how changes in the role of the
principal and teachers had affected the role of the curriculum director:
Have the roles and responsibilities of the principal changed during your tenure as
curriculum director9 How7 Have you seen the principal and teachers take on more
leadership in areas of curriculum7 Can you give me some examples? Has this change
in leadership affected your role responsibilities, status, and power7 How7 ("Interview
question 6)
Four of the respondents said outright that the role of the principal had changed
since their tenure as curriculum director had begun. Respondent 2 noted,
Yes [principals' roles have changed], I feel for principals. I think they are in
the middle. They have me and the superintendent and those of us here coming
at them from on top. They have their faculties and their school just inundating
them daily. And then they have parents and community. And the things that
1187 [Georgia House Bill 1187 - A+ Reform Act of 2000] has put on them.
I'd say last year and this year I have seen principals more stressed than ever.
We almost had to lay off last year pushing about some of the school
improvement efforts that we said we were going to do because they could not
handle it. They were too stressed. (6-04-01, p. 6)
Another of the four respondents that noted that the principal's role had
changed commented,
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Principals really have [changed]. They get the test scores back. They look at
those test scores.. .They are very much into textbook adoption, which I
encourage. . . . They initiate more with me, which I like. It's as if I don't have
to go knocking on their door. (R. 8, 6-26-01, p. 10)
When asked if this change with principals being much more instructional had affected
her role or influence, she responded, "No. . . . It's as if they want you there, they still
want you there, very much a part of that" (R.8, 6-26-01, p. 10).
The other four respondents had different perspectives on the change in the
principal's role. For instance, Respondent 3 expressed how she felt that principals had
always been instructional leaders by saying,
As long as I have been in this school system, it has been very clear that
principals are the instructional leaders of the school. Therefore, when we
interview principal candidates, we are very clear that that is our expectation,
that they are going to make the instructional calls; we are not going to second
guess them out of this office. We are going to support what they decide upon.
What that means is that they are very willing to have in-depth conversations
about instructional issues, so I become their sounding board. . . . We talk, and
I make recommendations if they ask. But they know that when they make the
decision that's the decision that stands. (6-13-01, p. 6-7)
Another respondent commented on the importance of principals participating
in staff development.
When I started 18 years ago, if there was any curriculum development going
on, I was there. I expect the principals to be there. They are the ones who are
going to do the evaluating. I expect principals to be in staff development. If
we are having something on teaching reading, I want principals there because
I want them to know what they need to look for when they go in the
classroom. I want them to know what good reading instruction should look
like. (R. 5, 6-20-01, p. 7)
The respondents were also asked about the teacher's role in instructional
leadership. When asked if the teacher's role had changed, three specifically said yes
and gave their rationales. Respondent 3 said, "Yes, [it is true] simply because the
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principals who were hired were of the vein of empowering teachers" (6-13-01, p. 7).
In pointing out that teachers are different today, particularly new ones. Respondent 7
gave a different twist on the notion,
I think the product that we receive as beginning teachers is different than the
product when I started teaching school. If my principal had said, [name],
hang from that light fixture, I would have tried to figure out how. Being a
teacher, having a job, completing college, those were such huge steps in my
life. And I was just brought up to believe that I wanted to please, whatever
that person wanted. When I was doing staff development and new teacher
orientation, there were some of our young people coming into the system, I
thought, you know until you fall flat on your face, nobody is going to be able
to help you. And we have more and more who seem to come with the attitude
that they know it all. They know how to do everything and they don't respect
the experience that some of their colleagues have. (6-20-01, p. 8)
Respondent 8 noted the following about teachers becoming more involved with
instructional leadership,
Now with some teachers, I can't decide. It hasn't happened really long
enough for me to decide, if the teachers who seem to be so interested in
curriculum are those who are also so afraid of accountability. They are very
good teachers, and I have known most of them. But I can't quite put my
finger on it. They will rise to the top, but their whole interest is on, 'Can we
meet the test, do we have materials to meet the test?' I can't decide if it has
been driven by accountability as much as just naturally taking a bigger role in
curriculum. (6-26-01, p. 9)
In responding to this interview question, the long-term curriculum directors
used certain terms or phrases to describe their own role and how it had been affected
by principals and teachers becoming more involved in instructional leadership. These
terms and phrases appeared to succinctly describe the curriculum directors' roles in
reform efforts. These terms and phrases were "I am kind of a link" (R.5, 6-20-01, p.
7); "I [have] become the sounding board" (R. 3, 6-13-01, p. 7); "Our role...is
support" (R. 4, 6-20-01, p. 2); "They [principals] view me as a support" (R.6, 6-21-
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01, p. 4); and "I take a lot of paperw ork and bookkeeping responsibilities off the
principals and the schools" (R. 2, 6-04-01, p. 7).
This response of one of the long-term curriculum directors is a good example
of what the whole group of respondents had been trying to express about their roles in
light of the principals and teachers now being more involved with curriculum and
instructional development:
My role is pretty much the same, in that, I'm kind of a link system-wide for
curriculum and instruction and technology, that kind of thing. I have always
spent a lot of time with principals. I want them to understand what needs to
be done in their schools. So much has changed from the state [department of
education]. We have ridden so many horses in 18 years. If they have a
question about instruction, they can call me! (R. 5, 6-20-01, p. 14)
The researcher asked the following question to determine if the eight long-term
curriculum directors had experienced different job expectations from the
superintendent, board and principals over the years.
Over the years, have the expectations of the superintendent, board, and principals
chanfied about how you should spend your time and where you should place your
emphasis as curriculum director? How have they changed? Are there differences
among the expectations of these three entities (superintendent, board, and principals)?
Please give me some examples of these differences. ("Interview question 9)
This question, more than any in the interview, prompted the least amount of
interest by the respondents. All eight of the curriculum directors said very quickly that
this was no problem for them. For instance, Respondent 3 made the following
comments on whether or not she got mixed messages from the superintendent,
principals, and teachers about how she should be spending her time:
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No. It is really clear. In this small school system, the person who carries the
title of instruction, whether it's curriculum director or assistant
superintendent, instruction is the whole ball of wax. So I'm the person that
when it's time to talk about the test scores, that the expectation is that not only
do I present the test scores, but I can explain why they are good or why they
are not. (R. 3, 6-13-01, p. 9)
Another long-term curriculum director stated,
I think the expectations have not changed a lot, now that we have had this
conversation and talked about it. I guess they expect me to handle what goes
on in the classrooms, the instruction, and then the results of that as far as
testing results. (R. 2, 6-04-01, p. 8)
Respondent 5 answered the question of different expectations about how she
should spend her time.
That is another way that I have been very fortunate in my whole career as
curriculum director. I have never worked for a superintendent who wanted to
do my job. I have never worked for a superintendent who thought I couldn't
do my job. I have always been allowed to work in those areas that I thought
were important. . . . When I first started, the principals would call me with just
anything that had to do with instruction. Now they can do some things for
themselves. They can sit down with their department or their grade level, and
have a discussion around the instructional team, around the curriculum. And
I think that's a good thing. That is where schools have improved, and with all
of this change, although it has been somewhat painful, I think we are doing
better now, and I'm glad. (R. 5, 6-20-01, p. 9)
Future of Georgia Curriculum Directors
To get at the heart of the study, the researcher asked the following question to
determine how the respondents saw the role of the curriculum director in the future or,
in essence, if they thought the position would be viable and needed in the future.
What are your perceptions of where the position of curriculum director in Georgia will
be in the next 5 to 10 years? (Interview question 13)
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With the following words. Respondent 1 noted that those who approve the
funding for education in Georgia do not know how much responsibility curriculum
directors actually have:
I've worried about whether it [curriculum director's position] was going to
disappear for a while because it certainly has been featured on the
endangered list. With the legislators or whomever talking so much about the
schools and the emphasis on the schools, the principals leading instruction ...
is just showing their lack of knowledge about what really is going on. (6-0401, p. 16)
Respondent 1 went on to say systems have not gotten rid of curriculum
directors because of the following:
We realize we have to have them. The principals - you can't put everything
on the principal. He or she is going to do what he or she thinks is best for his
or her particular school, but you need the central office person to coordinate.
It doesn't do any good if you have an absolutely wonderful three through five
program, if you don't have a strong k through two-program leading up to it. If
you don't have a strong six through eight program for those students to go to,
why should you have a strong three through five program? (6-04-01, p. 16-17)
In essence, all eight of the respondents agreed with this position. They all were
very clear that the curriculum director was needed to see the whole picture of
instruction. Some of them also commented on how the role should change in order to
remain viable.
Two of the respondents noted that the use of technology would be important
in keeping the role viable, but that technology could not replace the position.
I think somebody in the system has got to be the coordinator of what goes on
in that classroom. I don't know what it's like in a large system; I have no
grasp of that. But in the mid-sized, rural systems that are so much in Georgia,
you have to have that person, I think who sees the whole picture and is there.
The superintendents are not those people. They change rapidly. They are
politicians. They are budgets. They are all of that. There has to be that
person there who truly cares and has at the forefront what is being taught and
how children are learning it. And that's what I see myself as and this position
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as. I hope that would not change. Perhaps the way we communicate with
teachers, perhaps the way we plan will get even more sophisticated, more
technology based but there has still got to be that position that says classroom
instruction is what it's all about. And that rests with me. (R.2, 6-04-01, p. 10H)
In the same vein. Respondent 4 also commented on the use of technology in
the future of the position:
I think it is going to be more and more essential that we do what we do using
technology to make ourselves more efficient, to be able to accomplish the
same kinds of things. As the accountability issue moves forward and the
pressure is put on individual schools to achieve, I see us probably having to
work differently, work with the schools individually, and perhaps divide and
conquer with our central staff instead of the traditional roles that we have had.
(6-20-01, p. 10-11)
Another of the respondents who was an assistant superintendent with line
authority offered the following thoughts about the future of the curriculum director's
role:
I believe that the things that could strengthen the curriculum issues statewide
would be if we had school based curriculum specialists. I think you would still
probably need a system person who coordinates, who is the liaison for those
people. . . . Would it lessen the person's [curriculum director's] role as far as
their involvement in the school? You would have to be real careful not to let
the central position become just [a job] to sit behind a desk and shuffle papers.
I would never want to see that happen. I think the system people do need to
be visible, and they do need to be actively involved. (R. 7, 6-26-01, p. 15)
Respondent 8 felt that the position is necessary and will continue to be in the
future. She expressed her feelings as follows:
I think we are going to be more and more necessary.... I think our part, when
you think about it, is that we help the superintendent be instructionally
focused because he has all the other to deal with. I try to let him know what
we're doing. ... I think we need to be there to facilitate for the principals, to
support them so that they can support their teachers; they see us as a support.
(6-26-01, p. 18)
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Respondent 5 stressed the importance of lifelong learning when she offered the
following advice,
I would tell them they had better be lifelong learners. You had better be a
student of life. You had better hone those people skills, your communication
skills, and your willingness to step off where others have not chosen to go.... I
think you have to like working with people. I think you have to be able to
work with difficult people. I think you have to be smart enough and insightful
enough to know that you can't change everything like you want it. ... You
have to be willing to work hard. We work hard. (6-20-01, p. 15)
The advice given by Respondent 5 was to spend a year with the curriculum
director before taking over the position because "there is just so much to be done, so
much to learn" (6-21-01, p. 12).

She went on to stress the importance of people

skills and stated,
I think they need to have integrity, in that when you say something to a
principal, you've got to know what you are talking about You can't come
across as saying one thing to this one, one thing to another one. If you can
show that you really support them in what they're doing, then they can trust
you. I think that is most important. (6-21-01, p. 12)
Although all eight of the respondents felt strongly that the position was
needed, only one of them expressed a negative or at least melancholy tone about the
future of the curriculum director's role in Georgia with the following words:
I think you will see a lot of delegation of moving the pieces of paper to noncertificated staff, where now I touch every piece of paper that goes through
this office that has to do with instruction. I touch everything, even purchase
orders. Now what that does is it means that I have an unbelievable awareness
of all the components. But that's not what's going to continue that way, partly
because it has gotten so complex. ... I do believe that the group that
follows us, and this is not being critical, will view this as a position, not a
calling For me, this is a calling, just like teaching is a calling. I really feel
strongly about that, and I do think the people who follow us are not
going to look at it like that. (R.3, 6-13-01, p. 11)
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Summary
In analyzing the results for the eight interviews with the long-term Georgia
curriculum directors, the researcher was impressed by the dedication, work ethic, and
sense of satisfaction that these respondents conveyed in both their demeanor and their
responses. Striking similarities were readily apparent in the perceptions offered by
these educators who had served in the position of curriculum director for a school
system in Georgia for at least 15 years. The term curriculum director was used
generically in this study to cover a variety of titles including such titles as curriculum
director, assistant or associate superintendent for instruction and curriculum, and
administrative assistant to the superintendent. The similarities began to emerge
immediately with the first question, which was designed to break the ice and set the
stage for a discussion of the impact of various reform efforts and other pertinent issues
on their tenures as curriculum directors.
All eight of the respondents were women; seven were Caucasian and one was
African-American. All eight of them had spent their entire tenures as curriculum
directors in the same system. None of them had aspired to work in another school
system, and only two had ever applied for superintendencies. The entire group of
respondents talked about mentors who had influenced them. It was apparent to the
researcher that someone had recognized their potential early in their careers. Two of
the eight were encouraged by their superintendents to initially apply for the job of
curriculum director. Four of the eight did not even apply; they were just called in and
told they had the job if they wanted it. None directly addressed the last part of the
question, which asked why they had remained a curriculum director for at least 15

years, except to mention family ties, trust built over time, and a love of teaching and
working with teachers.
In expressing their perceptions about whether they were facilitators or
directors of curriculum, two of the eight said they were a combination of both, while
six without any hesitation said they were facilitators. These six felt that they had
always been facilitators and this had not changed during their tenures. They stressed
the importance of seeing the whole picture for the system and being able to tie all of
the pieces together to form a seamless educational path kindergarten to grade twelve.
They emphasized the support aspect of the curriculum director's role and felt that it
was important to do whatever was needed to get information for the schools and to
facilitate paperwork for principals and teachers.
When asked the question of how their duties and responsibilities had changed
over their years of service, several of the long-term curriculum directors immediately
said that their duties and responsibilities had changed. However, as they began to talk
they qualified the answer. They listed a number of programs and activities that had
been added over the years, but felt that the actual core of the job, which is overseeing
curriculum and instruction for a school system, had not changed. All agreed that the
overwhelming change had been in how complex and involved the job had become.
In looking at how school-based management had affected the curriculum
director's role, all eight of the respondents said that school-based management had not
changed their role, status, or power. Although they all discussed how school-based
management had made their jobs more complicated and stretched their abilities, they
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did not see that it had changed the purpose of their job, which they characterized as
one of support and facilitation.
The eight long-term curriculum directors discussed how they spent their time
on both instructional and non-instructional duties. Even though the answers varied
depending on the size of the systems they served and the manner in which their
positions were structured, all agreed that the job had become more complex and kept
them away from the classrooms where they wanted to be. Five of the respondents
noted that they had very little time for curriculum development because of the other
duties which had been added such as personnel, certification, and budgeting. Of all the
extra duties that had been added, the job of testing coordinator was the one that had
become the most tedious and time-consuming.
In expressing their views on positive and negative changes in education in
Georgia that had impacted their roles as curriculum directors, the respondents were
almost unanimous in their claims that the lack of state department of education
leadership had affected them negatively. They claimed that they no longer were able
to get answers they needed to questions about content areas and programs from
specialists. Another big concern was low teacher morale as a result of negative
publicity coupled with the pressure of accountability. The respondents were in less
agreement as they named a number of positive changes, which included significant
salary raises for teachers during Governor Zell Miller's administration, the lotteryfunded Georgia Pre-Kindergarten Program, and the development of Georgia's Quality
Core Curriculum.
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The issue of accountability came up quite often during the interviews. When
asked specifically to react to the recent accountability system that had just been put
into place in Georgia, all eight of the respondents made it very clear they felt that it
was important to be accountable in education. However, they expressed concern over
the problems that accountability had caused with low teacher morale as well as the
misuse of testing and data manipulation. Several felt that the demographics of the
students should be taken into consideration when setting accountability measures.
In asking the respondents to react to the ambiguity of the curriculum director's
role, all of them felt that it was ambiguous essentially because of the variety of job
assignments and job titles associated with this role. In discussing ways to clear the
ambiguity, the respondents mentioned better communication, more exposure to the
general public, and more visibility to teachers as possible solutions.
The impact of technology was viewed positively as both an administrative and
instructional tool. All spoke enthusiastically of the way e-mail had changed their
communication capability with teachers allowing much more accessibility to them.
They praised technology staff development models that provided teachers with
administrative support, practice time, and needed equipment. They also mentioned the
problems with different levels of expertise among teachers and the need to
systematically develop their technology skills.
In looking at their professional and personal growth as well as memorable
experiences during their tenures as curriculum directors, the respondents shared their
stories. They also offered advice for someone about to enter into the role of
curriculum director. They mentioned reading professional material, attending
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conferences and workshops, networking within professional organizations, and
pursuing advanced degrees as methods of professional growth while stressing inner
faith, exercise, hobbies, and family as means of personal growth. They spoke of
mentors, programs that worked and initiatives that did not work like going overboard
with whole language. In giving advice to someone about to enter the role, they
stressed organization, stability, flexibility, innovation, collaboration, interpersonal
skills, kindness and respect for teachers.
As for any changes in the long-term curriculum directors' power and status
over their length of service, the majority of the respondents said there had been no
change. The consensus appeared to be that the curriculum director's position was not
one of power, but one of support. They felt that it was much more important to earn
the respect, trust, and appreciation of administrators and teachers than to wield control
over them to gain power and status
Regarding the issue of decentralization during their tenures, the respondents
described various examples of it, but did not think it had lessened their status or power
in their school systems. They mentioned the decentralization of such things as
budgeting and staff development decisions, but most had not experienced a reduction
in the size of their central office staff. The most growth in the central office they had
experienced was in non-instructional areas like technology and transportation.
As to the changes in the roles and responsibilities of principals during the
tenures of the respondents, the majority of the long-term curriculum directors said that
the role of the principals had changed. The pressure of accountability and time
constraints caused by school-level decision making were among the reasons given for
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these changes. In commenting on changes in teacher leadership, they noted that
teachers were much more involved with curriculum development, but questioned
whether the motivation for this was from teacher empowerment or from pressures
from accountability. When asked if the changes in principal and teacher leadership in
curriculum development had affected their power and status, the consensus was no.
Most were adamant that it made them more of a partner in school improvement and
promoted the need for them to be the link for the various grade configurations from
pre-kindergarten to grade twelve.
When asked if the expectations of the superintendent, board, and principals had
changed over the years about how they should spend their time, all of the long-term
curriculum directors said that this had never been a problem for them. They were very
comfortable in these relationships and had not experienced problems with any
differences among the expectations of these three entities.
The future of curriculum directors in Georgia was a key question in the
interviews to determine the long-term curriculum directors' perspectives about how
viable and necessary the position will be in the years to come. The respondents were
unanimous is expressing how essential they thought this position was to a school
system particularly to coordinate and facilitate sc'

ol improvement efforts and to

avoid fragmentation and duplication. They discussed the need to increase the use of
technology to communicate with teachers and to develop curriculum formats, but
could not foresee the possibility of the position being replaced with technology.

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS
Much study and attention were given to school-level decision making over the
past decade (Richardson, 2000). The idea was to link more resources to the school
where the instruction actually took place. The decentralization of services from the
system level was promoted to eliminate layers of bureaucracy and to simplify the chain
of command (Stinnette, 1993). Research concerning school- and site-based
management focused on the principal and teachers with little mention of where the
system curriculum director fit into the reform efforts (DiBella & Krysiak, 1997,
Sorenson, 1995).
Summary
Traditionally, the curriculum director has had the primary responsibility for
curriculum development and management for a school system. Several studies
(Arthur, 1993, Burton, 1995; Harrill, 1992; Plugge, 1989; Reubling 1991; Swick &
Driggers, 1978) found much diversity about the functions of curriculum directors and
determined that the duties covered a number and variety of responsibilities, both
instructional and non-instructional. This ambiguity was noted even in the various titles
associated with the position (Costa and Guditis, 1984). Both Pajak (1989) and Russell
(1998) emphasized the importance of the curriculum director's role in a school system,
but noted that the ambiguity and lack of clarity in desired outcomes made it very
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vulnerable especially during reform efforts that emphasized moving more instructional
decisions to the school level.
Synder, Giella, and Fitzgerald (1994) conducted one of the few studies that
looked at the role of the curriculum director during decentralization. They predicted
that central office supervisors would be eliminated unless their roles shifted from
helping to leading in the restructuring process. Oram (1997) stressed that the schools
most successful in restructuring were those that had strong central office support. He
emphasized the need for central office supervisors like curriculum directors to play an
important role in the facilitation of schools council and the acquisition of materials and
resources.
The researcher of the present study was a practicing curriculum director in
Georgia. Interested in the viability of the position and convinced of the need for it, she
determined that the most appropriate way to find out how curriculum directors fit into
reform efforts was to ask them. She decided to identify curriculum directors in
Georgia who had been in that position at least 15 years and to interview them and ask
if their roles had changed.
The purpose of the study was to explore the role perceptions of curriculum
directors in Georgia who had been in that position at least 15 years to determine if that
role had changed as a result of school-level decision making. Employing a research
instrument composed of 15 questions designed to elicit responses relating to five
research subquestions, the researcher interviewed the long-term curriculum directors
to ascertain their perceptions of how their roles had evolved over their tenures. The
study was descriptive rather than predictive and used a qualitative approach to tell the
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stories of these curriculum directors, who had experienced at least 15 years of reform
efforts while in curriculum leadership positions.
Based on a verbal survey with the board members of the Georgia Association
of Curriculum and Instructional Supervisors (GACIS), the researcher and the board
members identified 14 curriculum directors that they believed had been in that position
at least 15 years. With her dissertation committee, the researcher chose eight that
were representative across the state of Georgia. Of the eight selected, five of the
curriculum directors had been in that position at least 15 years and immediately agreed
to participate in the research. Of the 6 left out of the 14, two others were found to
have the required experience. With one last effort to find the curriculum directors
with at least 15 years experience, the researcher sent an e-mail using the state data
base that included every curriculum director in Georgia and asked if any others had the
experience requirement and would be willing to participate. She heard from two more
curriculum directors who met the qualifications. In all, a total of nine were found with
at least 15 years experience as a curriculum director in Georgia. The researcher chose
eight of those to interview based on availability at the times she could conduct the
interviews.
The data collection consisted of scheduled one-hour in-depth interviews with
eight long-term curriculum directors. The transcriptions were analyzed and masked
for anonymity. The researcher used OSR NUD.IST 5 software to aid in categorizing
and coding the data to look for themes, commonalities, and important information
within and across the transcriptions of the interviews.
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In the present chapter, the researcher used the findings related to each research
subquestion in order to draw conclusions and to consider the implications from the
study. The five research subquestions were:
1.

In what ways have reform efforts impacted the roles, duties, and skills of longterm curriculum directors in Georgia?

2

What attitudes and abilities do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia
perceive that have contributed to the longevity in their positions?

3. Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive changes in their
personal and professional status in the past 15 years as a result of reform
efforts?
4. Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive their roles changing in
the future?
5. Are there categories of demographic variables that influence the longevity of
long-term curriculum directors in Georgia7
Discussion of Findings
The purpose of this qualitative study was to explore the role perceptions of
long-term Georgia curriculum directors. The qualitative approach allowed the
researcher to delve into the wealth of stories and experiences shared by these veteran
administrators in the interview process. The researcher explored each of the five
subquestions by analyzing the responses of the eight long-term curriculum directors to
the 15 interview questions. These findings were reported in Chapter IV. In this
chapter, the researcher used the findings related to each research subquestion to
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discuss the findings, to draw conclusions and to consider the implications from the
study.
Are there categories of demographic variables that influence the longevity of long-term
curriculum directors in Georgia7 (Subquestion 5)
Discussion
Many significant threads ran through the stories of the long-term curriculum
directors that helped explain the nature of the longevity of their tenures. They were
mature, confident individuals who exuded a sense of stability, and it was clear that
powerful mentors had recognized the talent and promise of these curriculum directors
early in their careers. Half of the eight did not even apply; they were just called in and
told that they had the job of curriculum director if they wanted it. Two otherc -"ere
encouraged to apply for the job. All became curriculum dir'" -

.... v .a uicir caiicis

and had remained in that position in the same system up to the point of their
interviews.
In 1977, Swick and Driggers created a profile of the typical curriculum
director that portrayed a highly educated, mid-career male who was involved in
numerous areas of teaching and leadership. The eight long-term curriculum directors
in the present study were highly educated, late-career females who were also involved
in numerous areas of teaching and leadership. Swick and Driggers (1977) noted that
the typical curriculum director was found to be highly experienced, but had little
uniformity in his/her training. All of the long-term Georgia curriculum directors had
either an Ed.S. or Ed.D. degree in educational leadership.

114

Harrill (1990) studied curriculum directors in South Carolina and found the
number of female system curriculum leaders was increasing and that female curriculum
leaders gave more attention to instruction, curriculum and management than did their
male counterparts.

The present rese^cher fnund that the long-term Georgia

curriculum directors had priorities that were very consistent with those identified by
Harrill as effective communication, planning and organization, interpersonal and
human relations, and management.
Growing up, the eight women, seven Caucasian and one African American, all
had the goal of going to college, with six of them planning to be teachers. All of the
interviewees had parents or close family members who were educators. Only two of
the eight participants in the study had ambitions to be superintendent, and none had
ever had any interest in applying for administrative positions in systems other than the
ones in which they had served as curriculum directors for at least 15 years. Half of the
participants had strong ties to the system they served with it either being her home or
her husband's home, the other four had come to that area because of her husband's job
or her first teaching job.

This stability and sense of loyalty pervaded the interviews

along with a compassionate, sincere desire to serve teachers and to make teachers'
jobs easier whenever possible.
In what ways, if anv. have reform efforts impacted the roles, duties, and skills of longterm curriculum directors in Georgia7 (Subquestion 1)
Discussion
In 1995, Tewel wrote how central office personnel were confused and stressed
over demands brought on by decentralization and restructuring. Berg and Hall (1997)
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described how downsizing was often confused with decentralization and that they
were not necessarily the same. These researchers portrayed central office staff
members who were disillusioned and overworked as a result of reform efforts. When
reacting to questions about reform efforts changing or affecting their roles, duties, and
responsibilities, the long-term curriculum directors at first said yes, but then began to
qualify their answers. The respondents listed a number of responsibilities and
programs that had been added through the years, but believed that the core of the job,
which was overseeing curriculum and instruction for the school system, had not
changed.
As to the disillusionment and frustration of moving more decision making to
the school level as described by researchers like Tewel (1995) and Berg and Hall
(1997), the long-term curriculum directors actually felt that they had been given more
responsibilities and duties. They were very adamant that reform efforts had
complicated and stretched their duties and responsibilities, but had not lessened the
need for the position. Their recurring message throughout the interviews was that
their position was one of support and facilitation and had always been such.
When asked if they were actually directors or facilitators, the overwhelming
majority of the respondents said that they were facilitators and had always seen their
role as one of facilitation and support regardless of whether they had staff or line
authority. Synder, Giella, and Fitzgerald (1994) predicted that central office
supervisors would be eliminated unless their roles shifted from helping to leading in the
restructuring process. They, like Wolhstetter (1995), stressed how important it was
for district administrators to discontinue telling schools what to do and to develop
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services that aid in school-level change. The long-term curriculum directors
contended that they had always been in that supportive role, so reform efforts had not
threatened their roles and responsibilities.
As school-based management had been initiated during their tenures, the
respondents had not felt displaced and considered themselves an important part of the
school improvement process in their systems. They talked of support, facilitation,
coordination, and most often, the importance of seeing the big picture. With more
diversity of programs and less consistency across schools, with more school-level
decision making, the respondents felt that it was even more imperative for someone in
the system to be able to pull all of the pieces together to avoid duplication and
fragmentation across the grade spans.
Latham (1998) stressed that school-based management requires reform in an
entire school system, not just several concurrent efforts. The long-term curriculum
directors concurred with Latham in their remarks time and again about the need for
system-level planning and the importance of having the big picture as students move
from elementary school to middle school to high school.
In looking at how the respondents spent their time and if the time distribution
had changed over the years, the answers varied widely depending on the size of the
school system and the manner in which their positions were structured. Despite the
variations, all agreed that the job was much more complex, and most agreed that the
job kept them away from observing in classrooms. In 1993, Arthur surveyed Georgia
curriculum directors and found that most curriculum directors had curriculum as only
one of their many responsibilities. Many of the curriculum directors in the Arthur
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study, particularly in small schools, were merely filling administrative positions that
were assigned curriculum along with responsibilities for many other areas such as staff
certification, community services, evaluation programs, personnel, recruitment, and
grant writing.
The respondents in the present study were primarily from small school systems
like those in the Arthur (1993) study. The long-term curriculum directors gave a long
list of non-instructional duties for which they were responsible and the majority noted
that they spent very little time on curriculum development. One area that was
mentioned by the respondents as being particularly cumbersome at the time of the
interviews was the responsibility of being system testing coordinator, which had come
under particular scrutiny and pressure due to accountability measures in Georgia. The
respondents also talked about the challenges and demands of being the system staff
development coordinator, which had gained much more significance since staff
development had been more closely tied to student achievement and accountability
measures. They talked of remembering when staff development was viewed as being
either punitive or frivolous with very little correlation to any type of school
improvement plan.
In looking at changes in education in Georgia that they felt had affected their
positions, the long-term curriculum directors were almost unanimous in their opinions
that the lack of leadership from the state department of education had influenced them
negatively. In 1995, Robertson, Wohlstetter, and Mohrman looked at the governance
and management strategies that best supported school-based management and
mentioned the importance of an instructional guidance system that included a state or
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district curriculum framework. The long-term curriculum directors saw themselves as
the important link between the state and schools in that framework. As part of their
strong service orientation, the respondents felt that one of their most important duties
was to represent the system and the schools at various meetings and workshops and
bring back the latest research and program updates to the schools. They had
experienced finstration with political maneuvering and turnover at the state level.
Another chief concern was low teacher morale over media reports about high
stakes testing and accountability. Although these long-term curriculum directors
contended that they had always had a strong service orientation, few realized that they
would ever face such stress and morale problems from teachers. In 1997, Synder
stressed that curriculum coordinators had to "recognize that complexity and
irregularity are the norms today" (p. 300). Synder noted that one of the curriculum
coordinator's major tasks is human resource development. The long-term curriculum
directors expressed such a sense of or responsibility for the morale of teachers. The
respondents' comments conveyed a nurturing spirit and an intense sense of loyalty and
concern for teachers. All made comments that alluded to the importance of service to
teachers and of making teachers' jobs easier whenever possible, which has become
even more complex with the demands of accountability and media coverage.
The issue of accountability in Georgia was mentioned by the respondents
numerous times throughout the interviews. When asked specifically about
accountability, the long-term curriculum directors were passionate in their remarks.
They all were clear in that they did not mind being held accountable and that it was
important to be held to standards. However, they expressed misgivings about the
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overuse of testing and the need to use demographics when establishing benchmarks for
accountability. Richardson (2000) discussed the need for central office guidance to be
more data-driven with less reliance on perceptions and feelings. Throughout the
interviews, the respondents talked about how analyzing and reporting test scores had
become such an integral part of their jobs.
What attitudes and abilities do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive that
have contributed to the longevity in their positions? fSubquestion 2)
Discussion
Pajak (1989) wrote of the problems involved with precisely describing the
actual work of curriculum supervisors, and Wimpelberg (1987) called the role of the
curriculum supervisors the least understood and most overlooked professional role
found in schools. This ambiguity may be attributed to the various titles associated
with the position (Costa & Guditis, 1984). The eight long-term curriculum directors
in the present study had six different titles among them, which included Curriculum
Director, Assistant Superintendent for Instruction, Associate Superintendent for
Instruction, Assistant Superintendent for Curriculum and Instruction, Administrative
Assistant to the Superintendent, and Assistant Superintendent. They also had a variety
of assignments with no two of them having the exact configuration of duties and
responsibilities.
When asked to respond to the ambiguity of the role, the long-term curriculum
directors agreed that the role was ambiguous because of the number of job
responsibilities and titles. Pajak (1989) and Russell (1998) stressed the importance of
the curriculum supervisor's role, but suggested that is was a difficult role to justify
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because of the ambiguity and obscurity of desired outcomes. The respondents felt that
communication about the nature of their jobs and visibility, particularly with teachers,
were the most effective ways to counter this ambiguity and obscurity. In his study of
job perceptions of Georgia curriculum directors, Burton (1995) concluded that
teachers had lower perceptions of job effectiveness of curriculum directors than other
groups most likely because teachers have less contact with curriculum directors than
the other groups like principals and superintendents. The long-term curriculum
directors made many references to the importance of contact with teachers such as the
disappointment teachers expressed when they had not seen them for a while and how
teachers were crushed if they were not acknowledged when passed in the hall.
In 1997, Tracy argued that "technology is the key to the next supervisory
paradigm shift" (p. 242) in curriculum supervision. The long-term curriculum
directors all agreed that technology had made a tremendous impact on them
professionally as well as on instruction in the school systems they served. Most of the
respondents agreed that there was much potential for use of technology as an
instructional tool. They agreed that it was critical to have the motivation, funding,
accessibility, and training all in place in order to fully integrate technology into the
instructional program. The respondents all talked about the advantages of using
technology for various administrative tasks, but none felt that they fully utilized it
because of lack of time to learn all the applications. They mentioned using it for
organizing and writing such things as the system school improvement plan and various
grants.
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The most recurring comment about technology throughout the interviews was
about how e-mail had increased the respondents' ability to communicate with teachers
throughout the school day, which had helped somewhat to alleviate the issue of
accessibility to teachers also expressed by the respondents. Several respondents
discussed how important it had become to use technology to manage data such as test
scores in order to facilitate school improvement at both the system and school level in
planning staff development and finding appropriate instructional strategies.
(Richardson, 2000)
Dale (1996) determined that central office administrators must be fully
committed to continuous improvement and model the philosophy in both their
personal and professional life. During the interviews, the long-term curriculum
directors were asked about both their personal and professional growth during their
tenures. The respondents stressed the importance of reading professional material,
attending conferences and workshops, and obtaining advanced degrees to stay abreast
of the latest research. They also felt it was crucial to network with other curriculum
directors through professional and regional associations. They all told of mentors who
had encouraged and inspired them during their careers.
In considering the stress and pressures brought on by handling so many
different responsibilities and demands on their time (Arthur, 1993), the eight
curriculum directors discussed the ways they had learned to cope. Their answers
reflected their inner strengths, which obviously had contributed to their longevity in
such stressful positions. The respondents most often mentioned family, faith, and
reading for pleasure as escape mechanisms. They also talked about the importance of
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having a good sense of humor as well as hobbies and interests like needlework,
gardening, exercise, and farming.
Kentta (1997) stressed that central office staff members should model behavior
of changes that they are trying to implement in the schools. In the interviews, the
long-term curriculum directors told of good and bad experiences that stood out to
them over their tenures. When relating the good experiences, the respondents told of
programs and innovations with which they were instrumental in bringing to their
systems. The long-term curriculum directors had problems giving examples of
experiences that had not gone well. This was a clear indication to the researcher that
these women did not approach new programs and innovative ideas without much
planning and care. They stressed the importance of staff development and principal
support in successful initiatives.
In asking what advice they would give someone about to enter the role of
curriculum director for a school system, the respondents were given the opportunity to
identify the characteristics and abilities they thought most important for the role of
curriculum director. The respondents said the following qualities were necessary:
organizational skills, stability, networking, flexibility, and most important,
interpersonal skills. Much of the literature discusses duties and responsibilities of
curriculum directors, but little is mentioned about the personal and interpersonal skills
needed to do the job, especially to do the job in the same system for at least 15 years.
Pajak (1992) touched on some of these areas when he discussed the 12 dimensions of
supervisory practice that have proven to be the most successful in the improvement of
teaching, but like the other research, he talked about what curriculum directors should
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do, not what characteristics the curriculum directors should possess. The long-term
curriculum directors were adamant that the curriculum director had to be a person
dedicated to teachers, able to do many things at once, have the big picture, be
organized with detail, and have the people skills to make everyone feel part of the
process.
Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive changes in their personal and
professional status in the past 15 years as a result of reform efforts9 (Subquestion 3)
Discussion
The overwhelming majority of long-term curriculum directors said that there
had been no change in their status and power over their tenures. They did not feel that
school-based management and decentralization had threatened their positions. In fact,
they considered themselves a very important part of the school improvement efforts in
their school systems.
Several studies over the years (Ambrosie & Haley, 1991, Ayalesh, 1994, Dale,
1996; Edwards, 1984; Fitzgerald, 1993, Synder, Giella, & Fitzgerald, 1994, Pajak
(1989); Stinnette, 1993) have said that in order for the position to remain viable, the
system curriculum director must develop a service orientation, become a broker of
staff development for change, and be the link for services and programs across the
grade spans. The long-term curriculum directors in the present study came into these
positions during the times between 1977 and 1986. The careers of the eight women in
the study paralleled the research dialogue about how the role needed to change. What
appeared evident to the researcher was that these successful curriculum directors had
the attitudes discussed in the research from the beginning of their tenures. The
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respondents' inherent love of teaching, nurturing spirit and balance of directing and
facilitating change were evident in their stories.
Although the respondents had experienced some decentralization during their
tenures, they did not feel that it had lessened their status or power in their school
systems. They discussed how such things as budgeting and staff development
decisions had been moved to the schools while their central office staff size had
actually grown, primarily in the non-instructional areas like technology and
transportation.
One of the key factors in looking at role perceptions of the long-term
curriculum directors was whether they felt the role of the principal had changed during
their tenures

In 1989, Plugge reviewed research that noted the role of the building

principal was then being promoted as the key to curriculum leadership. More recent
literature had talked of distributive leadership that was designed to give the principal
more time as an instructional leader (Supovitz, 2000). The respondents felt that
principals had become much more involved in instructional issues such as analysis of
test scores and staff development. They felt that communication with principals was
critical and that on-going and open dialogue was necessary with them to facilitate
school improvement. They emphasized trust and collegial relationships.

None of the

long-term curriculum directors felt that the change in the role of the principal had
lessened or threatened their positions.
The long-term curriculum directors noted that teachers had become more
involved with curriculum development and leadership, but differed as to what
teachers' motives might be for this involvement. They offered varying theories about
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why teachers had become more involved with curriculum and these included
empowerment from principals, a true interest in curriculum, and fear of accountability
that prompted them to get more involved with and be more informed about curriculum
development.

As the respondents talked about principal and teacher involvement with

curriculum leadership and curriculum issues, they portrayed themselves as key figures
in this process by using words like those by Respondent 5 who said "I am the link" (620-01, p. 7).
The long-term curriculum directors had little reaction to the interview question
that asked if the expectations of the superintendent, board, and principals had changed
over their tenures and if they found any differences among the expectations of these
groups. All eight of the respondents said that the expectations had not changed and
that they did not have problems with different expectations from the various groups.
The respondents did speak at length throughout the interviews of the importance of
being visible and accessible to teachers. They talked about how they made every effort
to get into the classrooms, but when they could not get there they used e-mail and
other forms of communication to stay in touch with teachers.
Do long-term curriculum directors in Georgia perceive their roles changing in the
future? (Subquestion 4)
Discussion
In 1997, Tracy and Killian debated the question: Will technology replace the
role of the supervisor? Tracy answered yes by emphasizing that technology would
dramatically shift the supervisor's role so that the supervisor would no longer provide
resources but would assist the teacher on how to ccess them. Killian, on the other
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hand, said no because "properly used, technology will remain the servant of the
supervisor, neither changing nor replacing his or her central supervisory role of
working with teachers toward instructional technology" (p.251). The comments of
the long-term curriculum directors appeared to side with Killian in saying no. All
agreed that the position would be vital in the future because someone is needed to see
the whole picture of instruction for the school system. They also agreed that the use
of technology would figure greatly into the future of the role as far as communicating
with teachers, networking with peers, accessing information, and organizing
curriculum, but would not replace it.
Conclusions
Conclusions drawn from the results of the study include the following:
1.

The subjects of the qualitative study were eight long-term Georgia curriculum
directors who had all served in that position at least 15 years, with tenures
ranging from 15 years to 24 years. Seven were from small to mid-sized, rural
systems and one was from a mid-sized suburban system, all had spent their
tenures in the same systems. Among them they shared six varying titles, but
all were in charge of curriculum and instruction for their school systems. All
were women with seven of them being Caucasian and one being AfricanAmerican. Half of them had been handpicked for the curriculum director's
position and had not even formally applied for the job; two others were
encouraged to apply. The majority had not been interested in pursuing the
superintendency and none had ever had any interest in applying for a position
in another system. The responses to the interview questions indicated that the
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most common features among the respondents were a sense of satisfaction and
pride about their careers, a genuine interest in working with teachers and
instruction, early recognition of their potential leadership, and strong
interpersonal skills. It could be further concluded that the long-term Georgia
curriculum directors displayed an intense sense of loyalty to their school
systems, which they had put ahead of their own ambitions.
2. The long-term Georgia curriculum directors saw themselves as facilitators
rather than directors, regardless of whether they had line or staff authority.
They stressed that they were support people who were needed to see the big
picture for the school system. They did not feel that the core of the job, which
was overseeing curriculum and instruction for the school system, had changed.
The change had been in how complex, and often tedious, the job had become.
From the responses to the interview questions, it can be concluded that the
respondents had not been threatened by school-based management and were
very comfortable with more decisions being made at the school level.
3. Most of the respondents agreed that the complexity of the job kept them away
from the classrooms. They reported that they spent very little time on
curriculum development because of the other duties such as personnel and
budgeting that had been added. They were concerned about the lack of
leadership from the state department of education. They saw themselves as the
liaison between the state and the schools and did not feel that they received the
support or information they needed to keep the schools up-to-date and
informed. From the responses to the interview questions, it could be
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concluded that the long-term Georgia curriculum directors had experienced
frustration over the complexity of their jobs and the lack of leadership from the
state department of education. They were also very concerned about low
teacher morale, which they attributed to pressures brought on by accountability
and negative portrayal in the media.
4. In characterizing the curriculum director's role for someone about to enter the
position, the respondents stressed the significance of organization, stability,
flexibility, innovation, collaboration, interpersonal skills, kindness and respect
for teachers. According to the interview participants in the study, it can be
concluded that maintaining a service orientation is essential to success as a
system curriculum director.
5. Responses to the interview questions indicated that the majority of the longterm Georgia curriculum directors had not seen changes in their power or
status over their tenures. The consensus was that the curriculum director's
position was not one of power, but one of support. They were not threatened
by changes that had been brought on by decentralization.
6. The long-term Georgia curriculum directors had seen a change in the roles and
responsibilities of principals over their tenures. They did not believe that the
changes in principal and teacher leadership in curriculum development and
leadership had affected their power and status. From their responses to the
interview questions, it can be concluded that the respondents were adamant
that more school-level decision making had made them partners in school

improvement and promoted the need for them to be the link for the various
grade configurations from pre-kindergarten to grade twelve.
7.

From the responses of the long-term Georgia curriculum directors, it can be
concluded that the position of curriculum director was very viable and would
be needed in the future particularly to coordinate and facilitate school
improvement efforts and to avoid duplication and fragmentation. The
respondents stressed the need to utilize technology for communication and
organization, but did not foresee the possibility of the position being replaced
with technology.
Implications
The researcher hoped that the findings of the study will add to the body of

knowledge concerning the importance and viability of the curriculum director's
position in a school system. Based upon the findings of the study, the following
should be considered:
1. Local school boards and superintendents should assess the many demands
made on the time of curriculum directors and consider reducing the number of
responsibilities assigned to curriculum directors so that their efforts could be
more focused on improving student achievement.
2. Practicing curriculum directors should recognize that they must develop a
service orientation, broker staff development for change, and develop and
coordinate the whole picture for school improvement for the school system in
order to be more viable.
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3. University leadership programs should develop course work that focuses on
curriculum leadership at both the system and school levels and that is designed
to define the roles of curriculum directors, principals and teachers in the school
improvement process.
4. University teacher education programs should include more information on the
role curriculum directors play in coordinating and brokering services for
teachers.
5. The Georgia Department of Education should be made aware of the
perceptions of lack of leadership and political bickering within the department
that have caused frustration and time delays among curriculum directors who
see themselves as liaisons between the state department and the schools.
Dissemination
The results of the study should be reviewed by both practicing and prospective
curriculum directors. The long-term curriculum directors who were interviewed for
the study provided a wealth of information and insight on curriculum leadership. Their
stories are great resources for anyone aspiring to the curriculum director's position or
already in that role.
The researcher was asked to present the findings in the newsletter of the
Georgia Association of Curriculum and Instructional Supervisors (GACIS). She had
the study bound and published for reference purposes in the library of the Georgia
Southern University. The researcher also provided a copy of the final results to
GACIS and the Georgia Association of Supervision and Curriculum Development
(GASCD) for dissemination among their members.
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Recommendations
The research findings suggest the following recommendations for fellow
researchers on the position of curriculum director in Georgia:
1. Replicate the qualitative study in 2006 to determine changes in perceptions of
the curriculum director's role.
2. Use the same qualitative format to interview both long-term (more than 15
years) and short-term (less than 5 years) curriculum directors in order to
compare and contrast their perceptions of the role.
3. Employ a quantitative format to compare the perceptions of all curriculum
directors in Georgia on what the curriculum director's role should be in
reform efforts.
4. Conduct a combined quantitative and qualitative study to ascertain the
relationship between curriculum leadership and student achievement.
Concluding Thoughts
The purpose of the study was to describe the role perceptions of long-term
curriculum directors in Georgia, thereby providing information about the viability and
importance of curriculum leadership at the district level. The qualitative study was
designed to relate the stories of eight long-term curriculum directors in Georgia who
had been in that position at least 15 years. The researcher conducted in-depth
interviews with the long-term curriculum directors to determine their perceptions of
how their roles had evolved over their tenures. The study was of particular interest to
the researcher who was serving as a curriculum director in Georgia during the
research.
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In 1937, Marvin Pittman instituted the Rosenwald Scholarships at South
Georgia Teachers College [now Georgia Southern University] to develop instructional
supervisors for rural Georgia schools. Several of the "Rosies", the first recipients of
the Rosenwald Scholarships, had visited in the researcher's home when she was a
small child. Her fond memories of and deep admiration for these bright, dedicated
women had influenced her throughout her life. In interviewing the eight long-term
Georgia curriculum directors, the researcher found the same dedication and devotion
to children and teachers in these eight women that she did in the "Rosies". Through
the study, the researcher attempted to capture the richness and complexity of the
careers of the eight long-term curriculum directors and to convey the sense of
dedication and level of commitment of those who have served in curriculum leadership
positions in Georgia.
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In-state panel of experts:
Practicing or retired Georgia curriculum directors who were not eligible for the study

Mrs. Veronica Cowart
Director of Curriculum and Instruction
Jenkins County Board of Education
527 Barney Avenue
Millen, GA 30442
Dr. Faye Montgomery, Retired
Former Curriculum Director, Richmond County Board of Education
Former Director, Oconee RESA
2293 White Oak Road
Thomson, GA 30824
Dr. Jamie Lawrence
Assistant Superintendent for Instructional Services
Emanuel County Board of Education
P.O. Box 130
Swainsboro, GA 30401
Mr. Darrell May
Director of Curriculum and Instruction
Jeff Davis County Board of Education
44 Charles Rogers Blvd.
Hazelhurst, GA 31539
Mrs. Charlotte Pipkin
Administrative Assistant
Bleckley County Board of Education
909 Northeast Dykes Street
Cochran, GA 31014
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Out-of-state panel of experts

Dr. Jackson Flanigan
Clemson University
Dr. Ken Lane
California State University - San Bernardino
Dr. Connie Ruhl-Smith
Bowling Green State University
Dr. James M. Smith
Bowling Green State University
Dr. Dennis Van Berkum
Moorhead State University
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Interview Questions
The research sub-questions were driven by the following interview questions:
Question 1.

Tell me about yourself- where you were bom, attended school, level
and type of teaching experience, other administrative experience, and
how you became and why you have remained a curriculum director for
at least 15 years.

Question 2.

Do you see yourself as a director or as a facilitator of curriculum for
your school system? Why7 How has that changed over your length of
service?

Question 3.

Has your power or influence over people and situations in your school
system changed over your length of service? If so, in what ways has it
changed7 Can you give me an example of these changes? To what do
you attribute these changes?

Question 4.

Describe how your duties and responsibilities have changed over your
length of service as curriculum director. To what do you attribute
these changes?

Question 5.

Have you experienced any decentralization during your tenure as
curriculum director? If so, what was decentralized7 Did any
downsizing occur from the decentralization? Has the size and
structure of the central office changed during your tenure7 How did it
affect your role responsibilities, status, and power?

Question 6.

Have the roles and responsibilities of the principal changed during
your tenure as curriculum director7 How? Have you seen the
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principal and teachers take on more leadership in areas of curriculum?
Can you give me some examples? Has this change in leadership
affected your role responsibilities, status, and power? How?
Question 7.

Has school-based management affected you as a curriculum director?
Describe any changes in your job responsibilities, status, and power as
a result of school-based management. What is your perception
of the curriculum director's role in school-based management?

Question 8.

Discuss how you spend your time including curriculum as well as
other assigned duties that are not instructional in nature What are
these duties? How has this distribution of time changed during your
tenure as curriculum director?

Question 9.

Over the years, have the expectations of the superintendent, board, and
principals changed about how you should spend your time and where
you should place your emphasis as curriculum director? How have
they changed? Are there differences among the expectations of these
three entities (superintendent, board, and principals)? Please give me
some examples of these differences.

Question 10.

Much of the research says * at the r ole of curriculum director is
ambiguous and needs more clarity. What is your response to this
research? How have you experienced this ambiguity and lack of role
clarity? In your opinion, what could help to clarify this ambiguity and
lack of role clarity?
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Question 11.

Discuss the use of technology as both an administrative and
instructional tool. How has technology affected instruction in your
school system? How has technology affected your position as
curriculum director?

Question 12.

What changes in education in Georgia have you seen during your
tenure as curriculum director that have had the most detrimental or
negative impact on your role7 What changes in education have had
the most positive impact on your role9

Question 13.

What are your perceptions of where the position of curriculum director
in Georgia will be in the next 5 to 10 years?

Question 14.

What are your perceptions about the accountability system that is
being put in place in Georgia7 How do you think it will it affect
education in general and the position of curriculum director in
particular?

Question 15.

In summary, what kind of professional and personal growth have you
experienced during your tenure as a curriculum director? What are
some really great experiences you have had? What didn't work? How
have you found professional as well as personal satisfaction in this
role? What are your coping mechanisms? What advice would you
give to someone about to enter into this role?
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Georgia Southern University
Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs
Institutional Review Board (IRB)
Phone: 912-681-5465
Fax: 912-681-0719

Ovrsight@gasou.eiiu

P.O. Box 8005
Statesboro, GA 30460-8005

To: Donovan E. Hodges
Leadership, Technology and Human Development
Cc: Cathy Jording, Faculty Advisor
Leadership, Technology and Human Development
From: Mr. Neil Garteison, Coordinator m"
Research Oversight Committees (lACUGlBC/IRE
Date: April 3, 2001
Subject:

Status of Application for Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in Research

After an expedited review of your proposed research project titled "Percepcons of Long-Tenn Georgia Curriculum
Directors on Their Changing Roles," it appears that the research subjects are at minimal risk and appropriate
safeguards are in place. I am. therefore, on behalf of the Institutional Review Board able to certify that adequate
provisions have been planned to protect the rights of the human research subjects. This proposed research is
approved through an expedited review procedure as authorized in the Federal Policy for the Protection of Human
Subjects (-*5 CFR §46.110(7)), which states:
(7) Research on individual or group characteristics or behavior (including, but not Lirmted to,
research on perception, cognition, motivation, identity, language, communication, cultural beliefs
or practices, and social behavior) or research employing survey, interv.ew, oral history, focus
group, program evaluation, human factors evaluation, or quality assurance methodologies.
However, this approval is conditional upon the following revisions and/or additions being completed AND
APPROVED BY THE OVERSIGHT COORDINATOR (Mr. Neil Garretson) prior the collection of any data:
1. Please provide the IRB with additional details regarding how the tape recordings are to be stored, and
subsequently destroyed, in order to ensure that participant confidentiality is maintained. That is, provide
EXACT details regarding where and how the tapes are to be stored, and when and how the tapes are to be
destroyed.
2. In addition, you will need to revise your informed consent letter to briefly include these details as they are an
essential component of your assurances of cotifidentiality.
If you have any questions, comments, or concerns about these conditions of approval, please do not hesitate to
contact the IRB Coordinator. Please send a copy of all revised and/or additional matenals to the IRB Coordinator at
the Office of Research Ser/ices and Sponsored Programs (PO Box 8005).
This IRB approval is in effect for one year from the date of this letter. If at the end of that time, there have been
no changes to the exempted research protocol, you may request an extension of the approval period for an additional
vear. In'the interim, please provide the IRB with any information concerning any significant adverse event,
whether or not it is believed to be related to the study, within five working days of the event. In addition, if a
change or modification of the approved methodology becomes necessary, you must notify the IRB Coordinator
prior to initiating any such changes or modifications. At that time, an amended applicadon for IRB approval may
be submitted. Upon completion of your data collection, please notify the IRB Coordinator so that your file may be
closed.
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Georgia Southern University
Office of Research Services & Sponsored Programs
InstitutionaJ Review Board (TRB)
Phone: 912-681-5465
Fax: 912-681-0719

OvTsight@gasou.edu

P.O. Box 8005
Statesboro, GA 30460-8005

To: Donovan E. Hodges
Leadership, Technology and Human Development
Cc: Cathy Jording, Faculty Advisor
Leadership, Technology and Human Development
From: Mr. Neil Garretson, Coordinator
Research Ovenight Committees (IACUC/IBC/IRB)
Date: April 10,2001
Subject:

Status of Conditional IRB Approval to Utilize Human Subjects in Research

The Insamtional Review Board (TRJ3) Committee has received your revised and/or additional application materials
for the approved research titled, "Perceptions of Long-Term Georgia Curriculum Directors on Their Changing
Roles." You have satisfactorily met the conditions of your Instiruticnal Review Board (IRB) approval, as detailed in
the April 3, 2001 approval letter.
Please remember that this approval is in effect for one year (4/3/01 - 4/3/02) and if at the ecd of that time there have
been no substantive changes to the approved methodology, you may request a one year extension of the approval
period.
Good luck with your research efforts, and if you have any questions, comments, or concerns about the status of your
approval, please do not hesitate to contact me.
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Donovan E. Hodges
1004 James Road
Louisville, GA 30434

June 4, 2001

Dear Curriculum Director:
My name is Donovan Hodges, and I am a graduate student enrolled in the
doctoral program in educational leadership at Georgia Southern University. I am
currently doing my doctoral dissertation in the area of long-term Georgia curriculum
directors' perceptions of their changing roles.
This letter is to request your participation in gathering the data for my study.
If you agree to participate in this study, please sign the consent form on the next page
and return it to me at the time of the interview. You are among a select group of
curriculum directors in Georgia who have been in that position for at least fifteen
years, and that makes you unique and worthy of study. You have the right not to
participate with no penalty; however, I sincerely hope that you will take a couple of
hours to allow me to interview you for this study which will help emphasize the
importance of the role curriculum directors play in educating the children of Georgia.
As a part of the interview, I will be tape recording the session to insure
accuracy and to allow me the opportunity to listen and respond to your remarks rather
than having to take extensive notes during the interview. After the interviews are tape
recorded, the tapes will be stored at my home under lock and key at all times except
during actual transcription. After transcription, I will ask you and the other
participants to review the transcripts prior to final publication to allow all of the
participants an opportunity to correct any inaccuracies that might have arisen due to
poor sound reproduction.

Once the transcripts are approved and the study is

complete, the tapes will be completely erased.
If you have questions about the interview or study, you may contact me at
478-625-8323. If you have any questions or concerns about your rights as a research
participant in this study, you may contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB)
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Coordinator at the Office of Research Services and Sponsored Programs at 478-6815465.
Let me thank you in advance for your assistance in studying this important
area. The results will hopefully offer a greater understanding of curriculum
leadership in Georgia. I will be calling you to schedule a time and date for the
interview at your convenience.
Sincerely,

Donovan E. Hodges
Consent form to be attached to letter:
Please sign below if you are willing to participate in the dissertation research project
outlined in the attached letter:
Signature of participant
Printed name
Date

Received by researcher:
Signature of researcher
Printed name
Date
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Donovan E. Hodges
1004 James Road
Louisville, GA 30434

Please sign below ifyou give your final approval for the transcript to be included in
Donovan E. Hodges' research on long-term curriculum directors in Georgia:

I give final approval for the transcript of my interview to be used in the research
study. I understand that neither my name nor any identifying features will be used in
the research study.

Signature:

Printed name:

Date:

Yes, I M ould like to receive a copy of the dissertation.

